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THE ECCLESIASTICAL COURTS BILLS. 


The CHAncettor has returned to his projects of law 
reform, which he has re-introduced with some variations, 
both of form and substance. It is quite impossible for 
the most ingenious perversity to concoct a scheme for 
the administration of testamentary matters which would 
not be some improvement on the existing courts. 
Although, therefore, the Government Bill is far short 
of what is required, we hope that it may pass, if only as 
a step to further improvements. It is obvious that all 
probates ought to be universally conclusive as to every 
species of property to which the will relates. When 
once the validity of a testamentary instrument has been 


investigated after due notice to all parties concerned, it 
ought never again to be called in question, except by 
way of appeal from the first decision. Anomalies like 
that presented by the recent case of Boyse v. Rossborough, 


where the same will was held valid by an English Court 
and invalid by the corresponding tribunal in Ireland, 
are a disgrace to our jurisprudence. It is equally absurd 
that atestator should be held by one Court to have been 
incompetent to bequeath his personal property, while 
another Court, of equal authority, pronounces the devise 
of his real estates valid. To some extent, the CHan- 
CELLOR’s Bill gets rid of these strange absurdities. The 
independent Diocesan Courts are to be merged in a single 
Court of Probate, of which the old local officials are to 
form the district officers. The grave questions which 
used to arise as to the necessity of a Canterbury probate, 
the locality of property, and the nature of bona nota- 
bilia, will thus be put an end to. A further and more 
considerable reform is the extension, in certain cases, of 
the probate jurisdiction to real estate. Where a will is 
proved in solemn form, the probate is to be evidence of 
the validity of the disposition of real as well as personal 
estate ; and the grant of letters of administration, by an 
order founded on the invalidity of an alleged will, is in 
like manner to be available to establish an intestacy in 
favour of the heir-at-law. These provisions will, no 
doubt, be serviceable, but their chief merit consists in 
the fact that they can scarcely fail to lead to the only 
rational system,—that of constituting the executor or 
administrator a real, as well as a personal, representa- 
tive. Why a grant in common form should not also be 
made applicable to realty is more than we can compre- 
hend; but duly remembering the tenacity of life which 
belongs to the ecclesiastical courts, we are reluctant to 
urge objections to any measure which offers to remove 
any part of the defects of the present jurisdiction. 

The principal change introduced into the Bill, as 
compared with that of the last session, is in the con- 
Stitution of the court before which contentious suits are 
to come. This is, avowedly, a concession to the 
objections of Lord Campbell ; and, perhaps, also to 
the clamour of the Times. It strikes us as a matter of 
no importance whatever. The present judge of the 





Prerogative Court is to do the work instead of one of 
the Vice-Chancellors, as originally proposed. The 
Times will no doubt, with its usual sagacity in legal 
matters, inform the public that their wills have been 
saved from the devouring jaws of the Court of Chan- 
cery ; but, except that an additional judge will have to 
be paid, the court which is to decide in the first in- 
stance will proceed in the same way, at the same cost, 
and with the same evidence as that originally proposed. 
The only change is in the appellate jurisdiction, a direct 
appeal to the Privy Council being substituted for the 
successive appeals to the Court of” Appeal in Chancery 
and to the House of Lords. Inthe ultimate tribunal we 
think this an improvement, but the expense in ordinary 
cases will be seriously increased; as experience has 
shown that a decision by the Lords Justices, which ma 
be obtained at little cost, is generally sufficient to satisfy 
a suitor without a reference to such formidable courts 
as the Judicial Committee or the House of Lords. How- 
ever, as the Bill stands, the judgment of Sir J. Dodson 
is to be conclusive on all who are not prepared to carry 
their complaint to the supreme tribunal. 

In the Divorce and Matrimonial Causes Bill two 
important alterations have been made. The worst faults 
of the measure introduced in February were, that it 
left the action of criminal conversation untouched, and 
that it gave an entirely novel power to husbands and 
wives of effecting a quasi judicial separation by mutual 
consent, and returning to the liberty of the unmarried 
state, for all purposes except that of contracting a second 
marriage. This strange provision has, we are glad to 
see, been omitted from the new bill, the CHANCELLOR 
having, we presume, discovered that there was not an 
individual in the country besides himself who could 
be found to approve of the license which he proposed to 
bestow. On the other point, the Bill, though still de- 
fective, contains a clause which may be expected greatl 
to discountenance crim. con. proceedings. It is proposed, 
that, after the passing of the Act, no such action shall be 
maintained unless the plaintiff shall have previously 
obtained a final decree of divorce & vinculo. This just 
reverses the present rule, and instead of the action 
being an essential preliminary to a divorce, the divorce 
is to be a condition precedent to the action. The effect 
will probably be to work the practical abolition of the 
action altogether; but to prohibit an acknowledged 
nuisance by express enactment would have been more 
statesmanlike than to shuffle it out of the way by 
imposing a condition which will, in most cases, suffice to 

revent it. Such as they are, the CHaNcetior’s bills 
Hae now a fair chance of passing; and though we cannot 
profess ourselves satisfied with their provisions, there is 
no doubt that they will be some improvement on the 
existing law. 


4 
> 


THE PRIVY COUNCIL ON THE LAW OF DOMICIL. 


A decision of the Privy Council delivered during 
the course of this week by Lorp WENSLEYDALE has 
several points of interest. The case belonged to 
that puzzling and intricate class which turns on ques- 
tions of domicil; and the judgment, if it deserved 
notice on no other grounds, would repay a careful study, 
by the legal acumen and the clear reasoning which it 
displays in dealing with a very difficult B ass But it 
has other claims to our attention. It incidentally 
touches on many nice questions in the general law of 
domicil ; it elucidates and strengthens portions of the 
received English law ; and it throws some light on the 
degree of legal uncertainty that may exist in other 
systems than our own. : 

The question at issue was, whether the will of a lady 
should be admitted to probate, under the following cir- 
cumstances:—The testatrix was the daughter of a 
General Calcraft, an officer in the East India Com- 
pany’s service, and was born in India, in the year 1795, 
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and thus had by birth an Anglo-Indian domicil. She 
came with her father and sister to England in 1805, 
and remained there twenty years. In 1825, she left 
her father, and travelled with her governess through 
different parts of the Continent. In 1834, General 
Caleraft died, and the testatrix was joined by her 
sister. ‘The two sisters settled in Paris in 1838, and 
the testatrix resided there until her death in 1853. 
She made a will in 1842, in the English form; and the 
validity of this will was the subject-matter of dispute. 
The will was clearly invalid if it was necessary that it 
should have been made according to the forms pre- 
scribed by the French law. There could also be very 
little dispute as to the fact, that the testatrix had, accord- 
ing to the general principles of international law, acquired 
a in domicil. It is a settled point of English law 
that the form and solemnities of a will must be 
governed by the laws of the country where the deceased 
is domiciled. The real question, therefore, was, whether 
the French law required that the will of a domiciled 
stranger should be made according to the solemnities 
which are prescribed by the municipal law of. France 
in the case of wills made by French citizens. 

The question must necessarily have been answered 
in the affirmative if the municipal law of France had 
been silent as to the position of domiciled strangers. 
It is a fundamental maxim of the law of domicil, that 
the legal acts of a domiciled stranger must comply in 
form with the rules prescribed by the law of the country 
where he is domiciled. But, by the 13th Article of 
the Code Napoleon, it is provided that a foreigner, 
who shall have been admitted by authorisation of the 
Emperor to establish his domicil in France, shall enjoy 
there all civil rights so long as he shall reside there, 
The testatrix had not received this authorisation, and it 
therefore became necessary to decide what was her 
position. The Judge of the Court below held, that this 
Article of the Code implied that an Imperial authorisa- 
tion was necessary, before a domicil could be estab- 
lished; and, consequently, that the testatrix, never 
having taken the requisite means to procure a French 
domicil, and, therefore, never having changed her 
domicil at all, could make a valid will according to the 
English form. The Lords of the Privy Council re- 
versed this decision. They construed the Article of the 
Code as meaning that a stranger receiving an autho- 
risation was to enjoy all civil rights, but that a stranger 
not receiving an authorisation might still gain some of 
the rights which would accrue to him under the general 
law of domicil. They referred to several French cases, 
showing that this was the interpretation put upon the 
Article in the French Courts, and also showing that the 
capacity to make a will was one of the rights for the 
acquisition of which an authorisation was not necessary. 
This was sufficient to decide the case before them, and 
they accordingly pronounced a final judgment against 
the will. 

In a case depending so largely on the proper exposi- 
tion of the French ae it was, of course, material to 
have the opinions of eminent French lawyers to guide 
the English Courts. Accordingly, when the case was 
heard before the Judge of the inferior Court, five French 
lawyers were examined on behalf of those who sought 
to establish the will, and three on behalf of those who 
attacked its validity. Their: opinions do not appear to 
have inspired the Lords of the Ree Council with much 
respect. Lord WENSLEYDALE remarked, that the five 
who supported the will all agreed in saying that the 
testatrix had not, under the rules of general inter- 
national law, gained a French domicil. That she had, 
was so clear to him and his colleagues, that they could 
not feel much confidence in lawyers whom they consi- 
dered so palpably mistaken. Further, not only they, 


but the lawyers on the other side, seemed either igno- 
rant of, or indisposed to admit, the rule, that, in inquir- 
ing into the validity of a will, it is the domicil at the 





time of death that has to be ascertained, not the place 
of residence at the date when the will was made. This 
rule, long since laid down, has received so decisive a 
sanction , Sm this judgment, that, in England at least, 
it can never hereafter be called in question. We can- 
not forbear to remark that nothing could be much more 
badly drawn than the Article of the Code which had 
to be interpreted. It is one of the simplest maxims of 
legislative expression, that the legislator should always 
set clearly before him what will be the negative force of 
an affirmative provision. That the framers of the 
Code should not have considered the position of a 
stranger who did not obtain an authorisation of domicil, 
is certainly remarkable. We should never think of 
denying that the Code Napoleon is a very masterly pro- 
duction ; but we suspect that Englishmen who praise it 
unreservedly, judge it by a more lenient standard than 
they would apply to any great effort of English legisla- 
tion. 

This case suggests the practical question how wills 
ought to be drawn when an English subject is residing 
abroad, and it is uncertain, as it so often is, whether a 
new domicil has or has not been gained. As the com- 
munication with the Continent becomes more extended, 
and as English families accustom themselves more and 
more to reside for considerable periods abroad, it be 
comes every day more likely that such a question may 
be forced on the consideration of an English professional 
adviser. We believe that there isa simple and easy 
way by which the validity of the will may be made in- 
disputable. Not only the law of France, but the law 
of all the chief continental nations, considers as valid a 
holograph will—a will that is entirely written, dated, 
and signed by the testator. If, then, the testator makes 
or copies a will in his-own handwriting, and it is 
subsequently witnessed according to the provisions of 
the English Wills Act, it must be valid, whether the 
testator has or has not lost his English domicil. 


a> 





Legal News. 


The present session of Parliament, although likely 
to be of short duration, will, we believe, be marked by 
the introduction of many most important measures of 
law reform. It is said that the resolution which was 
unanimously affirmed by the House of Commons in 
February last, recommending the constitution of a 
separate and independent department of justice, has 
received, during the short vacation afforded by the 
general election, the most earnest consideration of 
the Government. We are enabled to state upon 
what we believe to be reliable authority, that a measure 
to establish such new department will be shortly sub- 
mitted to Parliament by the Attorney-General, and 
that its main features will be as follows:—The Lorp 
CHANCELLOR for the time being will be ex officio the 
Minister or recognised head of the new department of 
justice, and will preside in a Committee of the Privy 
Council, to be composed of the Lord President of the 
Council, and other members including the law lords 
and ex-judges, probably the majority of those at 
present constituting the legal committee. To this 
Committee, under the presidency of the Lorp CHAn- 
CELLOR, as Minister of Justice, will be intrusted the 
supervision of the civil and criminal jurisprudence of 
the country, and generally its administration by exist- 
ing tribunals. In addition, there will be two Under 
Secretaries of State belonging to the department —one 
charged with the superintendence of civil, and the other 
of criminal justice. These officials will be assisted by 
a competent legal staff, whose time will be exclusively 
devoted to the business of their respective branches. 
They will have to collect and arrange judicial statistics, 
and to revise, under the control of” the Committee, 
current legislation ; each as it affects the interests under 
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his charge. It will be their duty also to point out 
errors or defects in the administration of the law, and 
suggest sperms remedies. We believe that ma- 
chinery will be adopted in connection with the depart- 
ment, by which the huge mass of our enacted and 
unenacted or judge-made law will be consolidated and 
systematically arranged. But this part of the general 
plan must of course depend in some measure upon the 
course which Parliament will adopt on consideration of 
the report of the select committee on the mode 
and language of legislation. If a committee, assisted 
by an officer of the House, be appointed for the pur- 
pose of revising current legislation, and of directly or 
indirectly consolidating our statute law, we presume 
that the business of the new department of justice 
will be confined rather to the matter of legisla- 
tion, than to its manner and language. It is also 
intended that the committee shall sit as a Court of 
Appeal, to hear and decide criminal cases on questions 
of fact, in which there is at present no appeal. The 
effect would be to substitute judicial investigation for 
the frequently loose and uncertain, and always secret 
and irresponsible, system now existing, which, in 
point of fact, confers upon the Home SECRETARY ex- 
clusive jurisdiction in questions affecting life and death, 
and imposes upon him a duty which it must be most diffi- 
cult and painful for him to discharge. This plan, speaking 
generally, has unquestionably many recommendations 
to the support of Parliament. It avoids the expense 
and inconvenience of the appointment of an additional 
legal member of the Cabinet, who would practically 
supplant, or, at all events, frequently clash with, the 
Lorp CHANCELLOR as the head of the law. It is, more- 
over, the recognition of a principle of central supervision, 
for’ which a lew reformers—especially BeNTHAM, 
Ro1tty, and BrougHam—have energetically laboured, 
and which has been found of eminent advantage to the 
jurisprudence and judicial administration of continental 
Europe. 

The Bill to render criminal fraudulent breaches of 
trust, it is said, proposes to extend the definition of lar- 
ceny so as to make the fraudulent conversion of trust- 
property a misdemeanour. To prevent a multitude of 
prosecutions, which might be instituted from ignorance 
or mistake, or from the private pee or disappointment 
of cestuis que trust, it provides that no prosecution shall 
be instituted unless directed by a judge of one of the 
superior courts, or by the Attorney-General. The 
measure will deal with another class of trustees—viz. 
the directors and officers of joint-stock companies, and 
proposes to enact that fraudulent representations, false 
entries in account books, and false balance-sheets, issued 
for the purpose of deceiving the public, shall also be 
misdemeanours. 

The new Joint-Stock Banks Bill will extend the 
principle of limited liability to those institutions, in con- 
formity with the system which has been found secure 
and highly advantageous in our Colonies and the United 
States of America. It is proposed that the liability of 
each shareholder should be limited to 100 per cent. 
beyond the amount of his shares. Thus, every holder 
of ten shares of £100 each will be liable, in case 
of failure, to pay the sum of £2,000, and a reserved 
fund corresponding to the amount of subscribed capital 
will thereby be rendered available. 

The difficulty in dealing with insurance companies, 
which form the subject of another Government mea- 
sure, arises from the constitution of mutual associa- 
tions. We are informed that one of the main objects 
of the new bill will be to assimilate the position of pro- 
pees in such companies to that of ordinary share- 

olders in other insurance companies. As the two last- 
mentioned bills are likely to be laid on the table of the 
House of Commons before our next publication, it is 
unnecessary now to enter more particularly into their 


CONSEQUENCES OF AN ATTORNEY’S NEGLIGENCE. 


Two actions, arising out of one dispute between an attorney 
and his client, have been tried this week before Lord CampBEtt, 
and in both cases judge and jury seem to have concurred in 
verdicts which appear to us extremely questionable. In the 
case first tried, however, the only clear objection to the verdict is, 
that the plaintiff ought, perhaps, to have recovered the costs of a 
writ of summons, whereas his claim was altogether disallowed. 
This, then, is a very small matter. But in the second case, a 
verdict has been found against the attorney for negligence in 
prosecuting an action on a bond, and the jury have given £644 
damages. The balance due on the bond was ascertained by the 
Master at £744, and it was contended on behalf of the client 
that this sum might have been recovered if the attorney had 
prosecuted the action with due diligence. We do not think any 
person not vehemently prejudiced against lawyers can acquiesce 
in this as ‘the correct inference from the facts proved. The jury’s 
estimate of the probable squeezability of the defendant in the 
action differs altogether from our own. Itis true, that one of his 
creditors did extract from him a sum of nearly £300, but that 
success was due to the happy accident of an arrest being effected 
on the very morning of the debtor’s marriage. The ceremony 
had been performed when the officer appeared to claim his 
prisoner, and in this exigency the father of the lady was 
induced to pay the debt. The problem presented by Lord 
CAMPBELL to the jury appears to have been this: Assume that 
judgment might have been obtained in August for £744, and 
a ca. sa. duly lodged for that amount about the day of the 
debtor’s marriage—what is the value of the probability that the 
father of the actual or potential wife, having paid one debt of 
£300 to liberate the person of his son-in-law, would and could 
have paid another debt of £744 to prevent the first outlay being 
thrown away? This probability the jury, by some inscrutable 
process of arithmetic, have estimated at £100 less than abso- 
lute certainty. We think that the deduction of £100 is 
rather less rational than.a verdict for the full amount, and in 
either case should look with some confidence to the result of a 
motion for a new trial. It must be owned that the omission to 
obtain a reference to the Master of a mere matter of account, 
and the quiet allowance of ten applications for time to plead, 
form, together, a remarkable example of supineness in the 
attorney, of which the client may very reasonably complain. 
But we do not think that any diligence could have attained a 
different result; and this opinion will, we believe, be shared by 
all whoread the subjoined details of the case. 


In the first case, Chapman v. Van Toll, the plaintiff, William 
Chapman, an attorney at Richmond, sued the defendant, a 
widow lady named Van Toll, to recover the sum of 48/7. 2s. 10d. 
for work and labour done as an attorney. ‘The defendant 
pleaded only thegeneral issue. 

It appeared that the sum of £1,000 had been lent to a Cap- 
tain Roberts on the security of his bond, and the defendant, 
wishing to recover the amount still due, placed the matter in 
the plaintiff's hands. He instructed his London agent, Mr. 
George Helder, to take the necessary proceedings, under the 
advice of a special pleader. A writ was issued in July, 1855, 
and two days after its service—viz. on the 16th, Captain 
Roberts wrote a letter to the defendant, in which he said he had 
repaid the sum of £450, and that only £550 was due; and 
that he was ready to hand over that amount, through his 
solicitors, on receiving a proper receipt. This letter was for- 
warded to the plaintiff, and by him to his agent; but, instead of 
availing himself of the provision in the 3rd section of the Common 
Law Procedure Act, 1854, which gave him power to apply to 
judge and get the account referred, he delivered a declaration, 
and proceeded to trial in the regular course. The cause was set 
down for trial at Guildhall on the 14th of December; but after 
the briefs had been delivered to counsel, it was arranged that 
the record should be withdrawn, and that it should be referred 
to the Master to state the account. This was accordingly done, 
and the Master certified that £741 was due; but when execu- 
tion was issued, nothing could be obtained. Roberts for a time 
left the country, and on his return he became a bankrupt, but 
had paid nothing. 

The defence was, that when Captain Roberts wrote the 
letter of the 16th of July, admitting his liability, it was 
the duty of the plaintiff to get the matter referred under 
the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, and that his not 
having done so was negligence, which disentitled him from 
recovering. 

The plaintiff and his agent were recalled, and asked to ex- 





provisions. 





plain why they did not apply to a judge under the Act. They 
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stated that they saw Captain Robert's solicitors, and that they 
got time to plead, and pleaded several pleas, denying liability. 

Lord CampBELt said, the question for the jury was, whether 
the plaintiff had been guilty of negligence, such as to render 
his services wholly useless to the defendant, in not adopting a 
most salutary enactment, which enabled either party, without 
delivering a declaration and going to trial, to make an applica- 
tion to a judge to have the case summarily decided, or to have 
it referred. His Lordship read the 3rd section of the Common 
Law P ocedure Act, 1854, which enacted, that, “If it be 
made to appear, at any time after the issuing of the writ, to 
the satisfaction of the Court or a judge, upon the application 
of either party, that the matter in dispute consists wholly or 
in part of matters of mere account which cannot conveniently 
be tried in the ordinary way, it shall be lawful for the Court 
“et judge, upon such application, if they or he think fit, to 
decide such matter in a summary manner, or to order that such 
matter, either wholly or in part, be referred to an arbritrator 
appointed by the parties, or to an officer of the Court, or, in 
country causes, to the judge of any County Court, upon such 
terms as to costs and otherwise as such Court or judge shall 
think reasonable.” His Lordship said, this was a most salutary 
enactment, and there could be no doubt that this case came 
within it. It was a question of mere account, and was not 
fit to be tried by a jury, but could be much better disposed of 
by a single judge. This was a case in which a judge could 
have made an order of reference. It was an action on a bond, 
and the only question was how much was due upon it. If it 
had been referred to the Master, the whole matter would have 
been over by the end of the month. But, instead of that, a 
declaration was filed, and notice of trial was given; and it was 
not till the trial was coming on that it was discovered that it 
was not a fit case for a jury, and it was referred. His Lord- 
ship thought there certainly was evidence of negligence; but 
some explanation had been made of it, which deserved the 
attention of the jury. Irrespective of that, it did not appear 
that the plaintiff was at all to blame. His Lordship did not 
think the plaintiff was entitled to the costs incurred after the 
writ was issued. 

The jury found a verdict for the defendant. 

Mr. Pollock submitted that the plaintiff was entitled to 
recover his costs down to the service of the writ. 

Lord CAMPBELL.—Not if his services were wholly useless. 

The jury said that was their opinion. 

Lord CAMPBELL said he thought the verdict was a salutary 
decision, and it would show that it was not only the duty, but 
the interest, of attorneys to avail themselves of this enactment, 
which enabled parties without delay or expense to have matters 
of account adjusted. 

Verdict for the defendant. 

In the second case, Van Toll vy. Chapman, the plaintiff sued 
the defendant to recover damages for the loss which she had 
sustained by his negligence when acting as her attorney. 

It appeared that the plaintiff when very young had been 
married to a Mr. Van Toll, in 1851. Her husband had a con- 
siderable fortune, but his habits were very extravagant, and in 
order to protect her interests, he was induced to pay a sum of 
£1000 into the London and Westminster Bank to her credit. 
Captain Julius Roberts, of the Royal Marine Artillery, professed 
to be the plaintiff's friend, and undertook to invest this money 
for her benefit. The plaintiff accordingly signed a check in his 
favour for the £1000; but instead of investing this money, 
Roberts kept it himself, and to secure the amount, he sent her 
his bond for £2000, dated the 24th of November, 1852. A 
portion of the money was repaid; but as the plaintiff lost her 
husband in 1854, she was anxious to recover the balance 
remaining due. She accordingly, in the early part of July, 
1855, placed the matter in the defendant’s hands, with instruc- 
tions to sue Roberts and get the money. The plaintiff’s con- 
tention now was, that as soon as the defendant was made aware 
that Roberts acknowledged his liability, he ought to have applied 
to a judge under the 3rd section of the Common Law Pro- 
cedure Act,1854, and to have had the matter of account at once 
referred to the Master. Had that course been taken, there were 
reasonable grounds for believing that the plaintiff might have 
obtained judgment and execution in a few weeks, and so have 
got the debt paid. Evidence was given to show that if judg- 
ment had been obtained against Roberts in August, the whole, 
or at least a portion, of the defendant’s claim might have been 
satisfied. A person named Tate had brought an action against 
him on the 25th of June, and Roberts on the 2nd of August 
had agreed to a judge’s order for the payment of £394 odd on 
the 12th of August. He was married on the 15th of August, 





and being arrested that morning for another debt of £378 odd, 
his father-in-law paid the amount. It also appeared that he 
had drawn a sum of £150 out from an insurance society. 

Mr. Hawkins called the defendant and his agent, and they 
both stated that they were not at the time aware of the pro- 
vision in the Common Law Procedure Act which had been 
referred to. 

Captain Roberts also was put into the box, and stated, that if 
he had been pressed for money at the period in question he could 
not have paid; and that the only chance he had of being able 
to meet his liabilities was by having time given to him. He 
stated that he had been employed by the Government in fitting 
up gunboats, but, being ordered abroad, he had given up his 
commission and been allowed to retire on half pay. 

Lord CAMPBELL repeated what he said on the previous trial, 
that where the defendant’s liability was admitted, and the only 
matter to be decided was one of mere account, it was the duty 
of an attorney to proceed under the 3rd section of the Com- 
mon Law Procedure Act, 1854. It would therefore be for the 
jury to say what damage, if any, the plaintiff had sustained 
by reason of the defendant’s negligence in not adopting that 
course. 

The jury retired to consider their verdict, and on their return 
into court found for the plaintiff, damages £644. 





ROYAL BRITISH BANK. 

On Thursday, Mr. Commissioner Holroyd gave judgment in 
this case. He said, according to the Act of Parliament under 
which this inquiry has been conducted, the 7 & 8 Vict. c. 111, 
s. 25, a report of the cause of the failure of the company is to 
be made by this Court to the Board of Trade, and the Court is 
to be at liberty to state any special circumstances relating to 
the formation or management of the affairs of the company ; 
but by the terms of the Act this report is to be made after the 
company have passed their last examination. Now, the last 
examination has been adjourned to the 24th of June; but, not- 
withstanding the above provision, I think the Court ought 
at once, ex mero motu, to direct copies of the examinations to 
be transmitted to the Attorney-General, so that the Govern- 
ment may be advised by its law officers as to instituting criminal 
proceedings. To wait until the last examination might occa- 
sion inconvenience, if not defeat the ends of justice. I do not 
believe that a scene of greater recklessness, fraud, and crimi- 
nality of conduct in the management of a banking establish- 
ment was ever exhibited in a court of justice than is disclosed 
by the examinations taken under the adjudication of bankruptcy 
against the Royal British Bank; and I may observe that these 
examinations will be admissible in evidence against the parties 
in case of a prosecution. His Honour referred to the 
various provisions of the Act for the regulation of Joint-stock 
Banks, and of the deeds of settlement, and then proceeded :— 
Nothing can be more clear and explicit than the provisions 
in the charter as to the duties of the directors and other officers of 
the company; and where a duty is thrown on a body consisting 
of several persons, each is individually liable for a breach of 
duty, as well for acts of commission as of omission,—that is, 
each individual of the body who does not do what in him lies 
to discharge his public duty, contracts by his negligence 
individual guilt; and where parties are required by law to 
certify as to a particular fact, it is not necessary to show that 
they knew at the time that the contents of the certificate were 
false. It is not necessary to go in detail into the facts brought 
to light during this most painful inquiry, or to single out any 
particular persons as delinquents; that will be for elsewhere 
and hereafter; but having regard to the course pursued in the 
management of the affairs of the Royal British Bank, in 
defiance of the Act and of the charter, I think the directors and 
general managers are open to some one or more of the following 
charges :—I1st, Commencing business before all the shares were 
subscribed for, and at least half the amount paid up, and repay- 
ing part of the sum paid up without leave of the Board of Trade; 
2nd, Making, declaring, and publishing false statements and 
balance-sheets of the assets and liabilities of the bank, and of the 
amounts and nature of the capital and property and value thereof, 
and of the profits and losses of the company ; thereby concealing 
the actual state and position of the affairs of the corporation, and 
giving a semblance of solvency where the reality had ceased to 
exist; and sending false reports and balance-sheets and profit 
and loss accounts to the proprietors, as required by s. 4,— 
3rd, Declaring dividends when no profits had been made, but, on the 
contrary, when the affairs of the corporation were greatly em- 
barrassed and large losses had been incurred, and when, accord- 
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ing to the terms of the {charter, not a farthing ought to have 
been allowed for dividend.—4th, Conspiring to raise the 
price of the shares of the company by illegal means and with 
a criminal view. To give a fictitious price to the shares of a 
company by means of false reports and publications, or by 
declaring dividends when there are no profits, or by the company 
buying their own shares, is a fraud levelled against the public. 
—ith, Conspiring, when in a state of insolvency, and when the 
losses of the company had exhausted the “surplus or reserve 
fund” and one-fourth part of the paid-up capital, to obtain a 
supplemental charter from the Crown by false representations 
and by false reports and balance-sheets, and making dividends 
when not justified in so doing, and thereupon issuing new shares 
or obtaining deposits for new shares at a premium, with 
intent to cheat the public and in contempt of the prerogative 
of the Crown.—6th, Making such repeated gross misapplication 
of the funds of the bank by large loans to some of the 
directors and other persons on terms of the utmost risk, in total 
disregard of the discretion vested in the directors by the 
charter, with consequent serious loss to the corporation; 
embarking in a hazardous speculation by laying out large 
sums of the bank money upon an undertaking quite foreign to 
the business of banking—the Welsh mines—and thereby also 
incurring heavy losses; not exercising proper superintendence 
and control over the general manager in conducting the business 
and affairs of the company; and though the directors found 
that the losses of the company had exhausted all the ‘‘ surplus 
or reserved fund,” and also one-fourth of the capital actually 
paid-up, failing to call a special general meeting of the pro- 
prietors and to submit to the meeting a statement of the affairs 
of the company. I may here add, that the petition for the 
original charter contains false representations as to the payment 
of the deposit on shares. With respect to the auditors of the 
company, it appears that they neglected the duty of properly 
examining and auditing the accounts of the directors, for, with- 
out examination of the books, vouchers, and documents re- 
lating to such accounts, they signed them as correct, when, in 
fact, the accounts were fallacious, and concealed the real finan- 
cial state of the bank at the time. The auditors were in a 
situation to know the falsehood of that which they signed as 
correct, but neglected to avail themselves of the means of know- 
ledge within their power. Now comes the question as to the 
criminal responsibility of the directors and other officers of the 
corporation. Upon this point no doubt can be entertained. 
His Honour then stated the grounds of his opinion, and referred 
to many authorities in support of it, and added that he should 
direct the proceedings under the bankruptcy to be forthwith 
brought to the special notice of Government in the way already 
pointed out. 


RAILWAY AND CANAL TRAFFIC ACT, 1854. 
17 & 18 Vicr. c. 31. 


The Court of Common Pleas—to which exclusive jurisdiction 
is given in cases of dispute arising out of the working of rail- 
ways—has recently pronounced some decisions upon the above 
Act which are of extreme importance to railway companies and 
to those concerned in advising them. 

In the first case (/n re the Caterham Railway Company, 1 C. 
B., N. S., 410) the Court refused to interfere to compel the com- 
pany possessing the main line to charge the same rate for pas- 
sengers to Caterham as they charged for passengers to Epsom— 
another branch on the same line extending over the same number 
of miles, but not traversing the same portion of their railway ; 
they also declined to entertain a complaint on the part of the 
branch line that an insufficient number of trains stopped at the 
junction, and stopped at inconvenient places—it not being 
shown that there was a want of bl dation afforded 
to the public ; but they intimated an opinion that the absence of 
a covered station at the junction, was a want of due and reasou- 
able accommodation which would induce them to interfere. 

In the next case (Jn re Barret, Id. 423), the Court refused to 
grant an injunction, at the suit of an individual, to enforce the 
running of “through trains” by the Great Northern and the 
Midland Railways between King’s Cross Station and a remote 
village in Yorkshire, there being ample accommodation by the 
North Western line, at the same expense, though by a somewhat 
longer route. 

In the third case (Jn re Ransome, Id. 437), the Court restrained 
the Eastern Counties Railway from giving an undue preference 
to a coal merchant at Peterborough, dealing in coals brought by 
land carriage from Yorkshire and Staffordshire, by charging 
him lower rates for the carriage of his coals than they charged 

another coal merchant at Ipswich, for whom they carried 








coals (sea-borne to Ipswich) ‘over the same portions of their 
line; the object of the company being to enable the former to 
compete with the latter—an object the Court thought not war- 
ranted by the Act. The Court, at the same time, recognised 
the right of the company to vary their charges (as they also 
did in the fourth case, Jn re Oxlade, Id. 454) where the difference 
was justified by difference of circumstances, ex. gr. the interests 
and convenience of the company themselves. 

In the last case (Jn re Marriott, Id. 499), the South-Western 
Railway Company were injoined to permit an omnibus proprie- 
tor to drive into their station-yard, for the purpose of taking-up 
and setting-down passengers at their booking-office, it appearing 
that they allowed another proprietor that privilege, and that 
there were no special circumstances to justify the exclusion of 
the complainant. 

COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
RE Jouns. 

Mr. Lucas submitted that the bankrupt could not pass on his 
present accounts, which were unvouched to the extent of £1,800. 

The CommissionER—They are better vouched than accounts 
that were passed the other day by the Court of Review. 

Mr. Lucas—I think it right to add that the official assignee 
(Mr. Johnson) is not satisfied.? 

The ComMIssIONER—I do not care for that—he ought to be 
here. I shall pass the bankrupt. 

Re Campin. 

In this case the following point arose :—The official assignee 
is entitled to 5 per cent. upon debts and 1 per cent. upon pro- 
perty. A sum of about £160 was passed into his hands, £130 
being in bills drawn upon customers, and the remainder in cash. 
The official assignee having only to pass the bills through the 
Bank of England, to whom they were paid on presentation, 
it was submitted that they ought not to be classed as debts. 
There was another item which was in this position :—Prior to 
the bankruptcy the bankrupt had agreed to sell certain stock ; 
that sale had since been completed, and it was contended that 
the transaction ought to be regarded as a cash transaction. 

The ComMIssIONER held that the cash (£30) was a different 
thing from the bills. The bills might or might not have been 
paid on presentation. The official assignee had sometimes much 
trouble in such cases and no remuneration, and he was not to 
be deprived of the full percentage because the bills in this case 
were paid on presentation. The bills must be regarded as a 
debt. No legal sale of the stock having been completed, the 
official assignee would be entitled to his percentage of 1 per 
cent. upon that transaction as one of property. 








Mr Puinnx.—Lord Campbell, seeing Mr. Phinn in his place 
in the front row, said he was very glad to see him back again ; 
but he could not ask him to move, as it was the last day of 
term. His lordship, according to ancient custom, then called 
upon the juniors in the back row to move. 


In Re Jonun Witiiams Knirs, AN Atrorney.—Mr. Garth 
moved to make a rule absolute to strike an attorney of Worcester, 
named John Williams Knipe, off the roll for misconduct.— 
Master Turner, to whom the matters had been referred, then read 
his report to the court.—Mr. Garth said notice had been 
given to the gentleman who had appeared for Mr. Knipe 
before the Master that his report would be read this day, but he 
believed the attorney did not appear either by counsel or in 
person.—Lord Campbell said that after the able and clear state- 
ment contained in the Master’s report it appeared to the court 
that Mr. Knipe was not a fit person to remain on the roll of the 
court. The rule must therefore be made absolute to strike him 
off. 

Tue IMPROVEMENTS AT GUILDHALL.—We are happy to 
have it in our power to record the unqualified approbation ex- 
pressed by the gentlemen of the bar of the alterations recently 
effected by the corporation in their courts. Instead of the 
gloomy, ill-ventilated, inconvenient, and almost unapproach- 
able closet, a light, commodious, and easily accessible robing- 
room and reading-room to boot have been provided—alterations 
which have not been attained at any sacrifice of the space 
allotted to either of the courts, but have rather been introduc- 
tory of improvements in the hall, and the general arrangements 
of the Courts of Queen’s Bench and Common Pleas. ‘Two ad- 
ditional courts have also been constructed in the buildings near 
to the Guildhall and this court, which will be found very useful 
when double courts are sitting. With respect to the arrange- 
ment of these new courts, there is much to approve of; but 
we should say that if a barrister had been consulted he would 





have recommended the Bar to be located in a position to and 
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from which there would be free access and retreat. At present 
these seats are placed in one of the courts at the extreme fur- 
ther corner; and in the other the plan is little, if at all, better. 
We fear that when the dog-days come these buildings will be 
found to be insufferably hot, as they are lighted from lanterns 
only. The authorities and officials must, therefore, take care 
and “raise the wind” in earnest.—Times. 

Lreorotp Reppatu’s CHariries.—The Rev. J. G. Rowe, 
curate of Greenhow, in the north of England, had written to 
this bankrupt, among other persons, shortly before his failure, 
soliciting a subscription for the erection of a church. The 
bankrupt immediately sent him £20. Mr. Rowe felt that he 
could not in his conscience retain the money, as it must have 
been the result of frauds, and he returned it to be placed to the 
credit of the estate. 

The Lord Chancellor has appointed Mr. John Terrell Shap- 
land, of South Molton, solicitor, a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in Chancery in England; J. W. Johnston, Esq., has 
been appointed Attorney-General, and M. J. Wilkins, Esq., 
Solicitor-General, for the province of Nova Scotia ; and Nicholas 
Gustave Bestel, Esq., Second Puisne Judge of the Supreme 
Court of the Colony of Mauritius. 





Pia, hii 
Recent Decisions in Chancery, 


DovusLe Remepy—Proceepines At LAW AND IN Equity As 
TO SAME SUBJECT-MATTER. 
Gedye v. Duke of Montrose, 5 W. R. 537. 

It is a well-established principle of courts of equity, that, 
where the Court entertains jurisdiction, it has power to decide 
upon the whole case before it, and will restrain parties from 
prosecuting their legal claims in a court of law, in respect of 
the same subject-matter which is litigated in equity. So that, 
where the Court has the means of estimating damages in a case 
of specific performance or injunction, it will not confine the opera- 
tion of its decree merely to the relief peculiar to courts of equity, 
but will award compensation or consequential damages. We find, 
therefore, in such cases as Hogue v. Curtis (1 Jac. & Walk. 449), 
that, where the plaintiff in equity is also proceeding at law for 
substantially the same thing, a court of equity will restrain the 
proceedings at law until the plaintiff has elected before which 
tribunal he will proceed. Under the old practice, the usual 
mode in these cases was for the defendant, on putting in his 
answer, to move that the plaintiff might elect, and for an in- 
junction in the meantime, with a reference to the Master to 
ascertain whether the plaintiff was proceeding for the same 
matter both at law and in equity. In Frank v. Basnett (2 
Myl. & Ke. 618) the plaintiff obtained a decree for specific per- 
formance of an agreement, by which the defendant was to 
convey to the plaintiff certain pieces of land, and the plaintiff 
was to build a bridge. Pending proceedings in the Master’s 
office relating to the conveyance, the defendant brought an 
action against the plaintiff for damages by the non-erection of 
the bridge. The Court restrained this action. ‘‘ No action,” 
said Lord Lyndhurst, “could be brought upon the contract up 
to the time of the decree, and after the decree some time must 
necessarily elapse before the direction of the Court could be 
carried into effect.” If there had been improper delay in 
carrying out the decree, his Lordship considered that the right 
course for the aggrieved party would have been to have moved 
for liberty to bring an action, which no doubt the Court would 
always grant, if it were itself unable to do complete justice. 
In Gedye v. Duke of Montrose the suit was for specific per- 
formance of an agreement to assign the lease of a house; and an 
interlocutory order was made for delivering up possession to 
the plaintiff, and also for executing the assignment, which was 
to bear date as of the time when possession was first claimed 
under the agreement. The plaintiff, subsequently to this order, 
brought an action of trespass against the defendant, the declar- 
ation stating that the defendant had entered the plaintiff’s 
house and expelled him from possession, and also containing 
other counts as to breaches of the agreement similar to the 
allegations in the bill in equity. The defendant moved that 
the plaintiff might make his election in which court he would 
proceed, and that in the meantime all further proceedings 
might be stayed. Wood, V. C., made the order prayed, being 
of opinion that the case was entirely concluded by authority. 
“It was by an accident,” said his Honour, “that, having 
obtained the assignment which was executed as of a date pre- 
viously to the trespass complained of, it had the effect of 
conferring on the plaintiff a legal title anterior to such alleged 
trespass, and enabled him to frame his action for trespass, 








which he could not have done while the case rested in contract 
only.” And, without any reference to chambers to ascertain the 
identity of the subject-matter of litigation, the Vice-Chancellor 
came to that conclusion from a comparison of the allegations in 
the bill and in the declaration. 

APPORTIONMENT—TENANT FOR LIFE ENTITLED TO REVERSION 

in Fee—4 & 5 WILL. 4, c. 22. 
te Clulow’s Estate, 5 W. R. 544. 

Under the 4 & 5 Will. 4, c. 22, all rents service reserved on 
any lease by a tenant in fee, or for any life interest, and all rent- 
charge, &c., made payable or coming due at fixed periods, are 
to be apportioned, so that on the death of any person inter- 
ested in such rents, &c., or on the determination, by any other 
means, of the interest of any such person, he or his executors 
shall be entitled to a proportion of such rents, &c., according 
to the time which has elapsed from the commencement or last 
payment thereof. In Browne vy. Amyot (3 Hare, 173)—where 
the question arose between the heir and personal representative 
of a tenant in fee simple—Wigram, V. C., held that the statute 
applied to cases in which the interest of the person interested in 
such rents and payments was terminated by his own death, or 
by the death of some other person, but did not apply to the 
case of a tenant in fee, or provide for apportionment of rent 
between the real and personal representatives of such person 
whose interest was not terminated at his death. The ground of 
his Honour’s decision was, that, upon the construction of the 
Act, the death of the person interested in the rent or other pay- 
ment must be understood as a death occasioning the determina- 
tion of the interest, which was not the case where an owner in 
fee simple died. Wood, V.C., followed this decision, and 
somewhat enlarged its application, in the recent case of 
Re Clulow’s Estate. In that case, upon the death of a per- 
son who was entitled under a will as tenant for life in posses- 
sion, with the reversion in fee in himself as the right heir of the 
testator, a question arose as to apportionment between his 
executors and co-heirs. It was contended, on behalf of the 
former, that the case was within the provisions of the statute, 
the interest of the tenant for life having determined by his 
death. The Vice-Chancellor, however, held, that, as the tenant 
for life had also an immediate reversion in fee expectant upon 
his own death without issue, there had been no breach in the 
succession so as to entitle the executors. 


Bankrupt—OrpeErR AND Disposrrion—Stor ORDER. 
Bartlett v. Bartlett, 5 W. R. 541. 

In this case the judgment of the Vice-Chancellor, which we 
noticed among the Recent Decisions in Chancery (ante, p. 312), 
as introducing a novel interpretation of the order and disposition 
clause in the Bankruptcy Act, has been overruled by the Lords 
Justices. The facts were shortly these. The owner of a rever- 
sionary share in a fund in court assigned it to one Tucker, who 
duly obtained a stop order. Tucker afterwards mortgaged the 
share, and became bankrupt before the mortgagees had obtained 
astop order upon it. The question was, whether the share 
passed to the assignees in bankruptcy as being in the reputed 
ownership of Tucker, or whether the mortgagees were entitled 
to assert their interest in it. The Vice-Chancellor decided in 
favour of the mortgagees, mainly on the ground that a stop order 
was necessary only by way of notice on questions of priority, 
and was not required to take a fund out of the order and dis- 
position of the bankrupt. This view was supported by what 
the Vice-Chancellor considered the well-established rule, that 
the reputed ownership clauses do not apply, unless there is a 
consent of the true owner, not merely to the possession by the 
bankrupt, but a consent to an actual sale or disposition by him. 
The Lords Justices considered that the neglect of the mort- 
gagees to obtain a stop order was a consent to the reputed 
ownership of their mortgagor within the meaning of the statutes, 
and that the necessity of notice, or of its equivalent in the case 
of a fund in court—viz. a stop order—is the same in cases of 
bankruptcy as in questions of priority between successive in- 
cumbrancers. Another point which had been somewhat relied 
on in the court below—namely, that the Act applied only to 
visible property—was also disposed of on the appeal. The fol- 
lowing observations of L. J. Zurner, put the principle in a very 
clear light :—‘‘ The object of the rule as to order and disposi- 
tion, is, to prevent credit being obtained on the ground of pro- 
perty being in the possession of the bankrupt, to which he was 
not really entitled. Now it is clear that credit can be obtained 
on property which is not in his visible ownership, as well as on 
that whichis. This being so, the question is, whether the bank- 
rupt can be said to have had reputed ownership of the property 
in question? How is the true owner to prevent reputed owner- 
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ship, except by giving notice to the person holding the fund? 
This is the case with debts—can a different rule apply to legacies? 
If the owner does not take the proper steps to prevent reputed 
ownership, he must be taken to consent to it.” 
Norice—Sovicrror, 
Jones v. Williams, 5 W. R. 540. 

One of the points decided in this case is of some interest. 
It was a question of notice on a bill to settle priorities ; and one 
of the circumstances relied on as constituting notice, was, the 
allegation that the mortgagee was the client of the mortgagor, 
who was a solicitor. There was, from the nature of the case, no 
question that the solicitor himself had notice ; but it was con- 
tended that the allegation that the defendant was his client, 
which was supported only by an equally vague admission in 
the answer, was not sufficient to establish the existence of the 
relation of solicitor and client in the particular transaction of 
mortgage. The Master of the Rolls held, that the general ad- 
mission that the defendant was the client of the mortgagor, was 
prima facie proof that the relation existed in the mortgage 
transaction, and was sufficient to throw on the defendant the 
burden of showing that such was not the case, and, in the 
absence of any evidence to that effect, to fix him with notice of 
what his mortgagor knew. There were, however, other facts 
which amounted to constructive notice, and on which the 


decision was partly founded. 
ys 





Cases at Common Lat specially Interesting to 
Attorneys. 





Joint-stocK Banks—Ricut To Suz SHAREHOLDER. 
Fell v. Burchett, 5 W. R., Q. B., 520. 

This was another of the numerous questions of law which 
have arisen out of the affairs of the British Bank. It was 
whether a shareholder is liable to an action at the suit of a cre- 
ditor with a current account at the bank to recover the amount 
due to him at the time of stoppage, or whether the common 
law right of action for such purpose is taken away by the pro- 
visions contained in the 9th, 10th, and 47th sections of the 
Joint-Stock Banking Act, 7 & 8 Vict. c. 113, under which 
banking copartnerships are to be sued in the name of their 
public officer, and the judgment realised (in failure of assets) 
against individual shareholders in such manner as therein di- 
rected. It was contended for the plaintiff that the intention of 
the Legislature was to give creditors a remedy against the com- 
pany, and, at the same time, to keep alive the common law 
remedy against the shareholders, by action against them indivi- 
dually ; but Lord Campbell replied that it was the duty of the 
Court, if possible, to put the true construction on the 6th section 
of the Act (which incorporates these banking copartnerships), 
taken in connection with the 7th section, which says (in contra- 
diction of the common law doctrines) that the members of such 
incorporation are to be liable as if the company had ot been 
incorporated. ‘“ Agreeing,” said his Lordship, “that it is a very 
badly-drawn statute, still it is our duty to make, if possible, 
sense out of nonsense, and to reconcile that which is irrecon- 
cilable.” He, accordingly, proceeded to intimate that, in his 
opinion, the meaning of the 7th section was to guard against 
what might be taken to be the legal effect of the 6th section, 
and to take care that all the shareholders should (notwithstand- 
ing the incorporation) be liable to the debts of the company, 
such liability to be enforced according to a certain course pointed 
out in the after part of the Act; and that it was not intended 
to allow the multiplication of actions to which the construction 
contended for by the plaintiff would lead. In this judgment, 
and on similar grounds, Erle and Crompton, JJ., concurred. 


ATTORNEY AND CLIENT—SIGNED Bint, PRACTICE AS TO— 
DIFFERENCES OF OPINION IN THE CouRTs. 
Haigh v. Ousey, 5 W. B., Q. B., 523. 

It may be remembered that, a few weeks ago,* we noticed the 
case of Pigot v. Cadman (5 W. R., Exch., 353), in which the 
Court of Exchequer, in accordance with their previous decision 
in Ivimey v. Marks (16 Mee. & W. 850), and with the reason- 
ing of Lord Eldon in the earlier case of Hill v. Humphreys 
(2 Bos. & P. 243), held that the insufficient statement of some 
of the items in an attorney’s bill delivered vitiated the whole 
bill, so as to support a plea, on action brought, that no signed 
bill had been delivered a month before action, pursuant to 6 & 7 
Vict. c. 73, s. 37. This same question (connected with another 








* See ante No. 10, p. 242. 





on the same subject) came before the Court of Queen’s Bench 
in the above case; and, as will be seen, that court has arrived at 
a directly opposite, and, as it seems to us, a more sensible, con- 
clusion. In consequence of its importance to our readers, we 
shall state the judgment somewhat more fully than is our cus- 
tom in these notices. 

The facts of the case were as simple as possible. An action 
was brought upon an attorney’s bill, and the defendant pleaded 
that no signed bill had been delivered pursuant to the Statute, 
At the trial, the plaintiff proved a due delivery of a signed bill 
of fees, charges, and disbursements, but it was objected that 
some of the items were insufficiently stated, as not showing the 
court in which the business was done; and that consequently 
(on the authority of the cases to which we have above alluded) 
the bill was bad altogether. The plaintiff had a verdict, but 
leave was given to the defendant to move, for which a rule 
nisi was obtained accordingly. On showing cause against this 
rule, it appeared that two questions were for the decision of the 
court—firstly whether the items in this particular bill were suffi- 
ciently stated; and, secondly, supposing they were not, whether 
such insufficiency vitiated the whole bill. 

Upon the first question, it appears to have been taken as a fact 
that the items charged sufficiently showed that the business had 
been done in one of the superior courts of law, but not in which 
of the three. And it was urged on behalf of the defendant 
that this, by the rule laid down in Ivimey v. Marks, was not 
enough; for, according to that, there must appear in the bill 
both the particular court and the name of the action in which 
the business charged for was done; as otherwise the client can- 
not properly judge or be advised whether he shall submit the 
bill for taxation, and run the risk of less than one-sixth being 
taken off. From this doctrine, however (as applied to the present 
case), the Court of Queen’s Bench dissented. “ For,” said Lord 
Campbell, “ I allow that the bill ought to give to the client reason- 
able information, so that he may consult his attorney as to the 
fairness and reasonableness of the charges ;” but (as laid down 
by Patteson, J., in Keene v. Ward, and by Campbell, C. J., in 
Cook v. Gillard) all that is required is, that the client should have 
given to him in the bill sufficient information for obtaining advice 
as to taxation, and for the use of the taxing officer on proceed- 
ing to taxation. ‘‘ Now, applying this test to the present case,” 
said his Lordship, “ I think the bill tells the defendant all that the 
Legislature intended that it should. By the Act, attorneys and 
solicitors are put under such stringent regulations that they can- 
not conduct their business as others do. It may be, and perhaps 
is, well that there should be some regulation for the protection 
of clients; but the attorneys would have great reason to com- 
plain of vexatious regulations tending to prevent their obtain- 
ing reasonable and just remuneration for their care and skill. 
I do not think it was intended that the bill they are required to 
deliver should be such that another attorney looking at the bill 
may be able to say, without making any inquiry, whether the 
charges contained in it are reasonable and fair.’’ It was a dif- 
ferent thing when there was a different scale of costs for the 
three courts ; but now, when they are all alike, it is enough to 
show that the business charged for was done in one of the supe- 
rior courts. 

It will be observed that so far as this part of the judgment of 
the Court is concerned, the Queen’s Bench was not called upon 
to agree with, or depart from, the opinions expressed by the 
Exchequer. Forin the case of Pigot v. Cadman, above alluded 
to, the point for decision was a different one altogether; and 
the case of Jvimey v. Marks, when closely examined, was not 
on “all fours” with the present case; inasmuch as there, the 
bill was for business partly in Chancery and partly at common 
law; and, in respect of that at common law, the bill did not 
show any court for any part, nor make it apparent whether a 
superior or inferior court was intended. 

But with regard to the second question above mentioned—viz. 
whether supposing the bill to be insufficient in this or any other 
respects, in reference to one or moreitems, such insufficiency vitiated 
the whole bill—it became necessary for the Queen’s Bench, before 
deciding in favour of the plaintiff, deliberately to disregard the 
decisions of the Exchequer in both of the cases above-mentioned ; 
and this they did, without hesitation, and unanimously. “Is 
the plaintiff’s right to recover,” said Lord Campbell, “for the 
part of the bill which is allowed to be unobjectionable, to be 
barred on account of its containing other items which it is said 
are objectionable? Such a doctrine would be most unjust.” 
“It is not consistent either with reason or justice,” said Mr. 
Justice Wightman, “that, if an item, be wrongly stated, the 
plaintiff is to lose his claim for all the rest.” “1 think it absurd 
to say,” said Mr. Justice Evie, “ that one item being insufficiently 
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stated, vitiates the whole bill.” 'And Crompton, J., added his 
entire concurrence. It was intimated, however, by the Court, 
that, notwithstanding these sentiments, they would have con- 
sidered themselves bound by the decisions in the Court of 
Exchequer to the contrary, if that Court alone had decided the 
law as to this point; but that was not so, for it had been 
decided the other way by Abbott, Chief Justice of the Common 
Pleas, at Nisi Prius (Drew v. Clifford, 2 Car. & P.70); and the 
question being brought before the full Court of Common Pleas, 
in the subsequent case of Waller v. Lacy (1 M. & Gr. 54), it 
had been disposed of in the same manner, upon the authority 
of that case.* Hence, they considered themselves at liberty to 
adhere to their own judgments as expressed in Keene v. Ward, 
and in Cook v. Gillard, and accordinglythe rule to enter a non- 
suit or a verdict for the defendant was discharged. 

It may be further remarked, that, in the recent case in the 
Exchequer of Roy v. Turner (4 W. R., Ex., 126), Lord Wensley- 
dale, in deciding affirmatively the first of the above questions— 
viz. as to the necessity for stating the particular court in which 
the business was done—said that the Court did so on the autho- 
rity of Ivimey v. Marks, but added that he himself doubted 
whether that case had been properly decided. He thought the 
rule should be(where there was both Chancery and common law 
business), that the bill ought to show whether the items had 
reference to one or to the other, so as to enable a person, without 
the aid of professional knowledge, to understand, not in what 
particular court it was done, but whether it was in a court of 
law or in a court of equity, as the scale of taxation in the courts 
of law differs from what it is in the courts of equity. 

It results, then, upon the whole, that the Court of Exchequer 
—now that Mr. Baron Bramwell has changed his opinion, and 
that Lord Wensleydale has left the court—considers that a bill 
must state the particular court in which the business charged 
for is done; but the Court of Queen’s Bench sees no necessity 
for such strictness. And also, that, on the question whether a 
single bad item vitiates the whole bill, these two courts are still 
more decidedly at issue, while the opinion of the Queen’s Bench 
is fortified by some decisions in the Common Pleas, though not 
very recent ones. 


Execution By CA. Sa.—DEBT UNDER £20. 
Hodges v. Callaghan, 5 W. R., C. P., 531. 

This was an application to rescind an order of Cresswell, J., 
for the discharge of the defendant, who had been arrested on a 
judgment. The writ had been specially indorsed for £34, and 
by consent, without the defendant having appeared to the writ, 
the sum owed was reduced by instalments to £11. This re- 
duced sum not being paid, the plaintiff signed judgment for the 
full amount, and issued thereon the ca. sa. on which the defen- 
dant had been arrested. The Court refused to interfere, remarking 
that (under the circumstances) the only judgment the plaintiff 
was in a condition to sign was as for the default of the defen- 


dant’s appearance, under s. 27 of the Common Law Procedure 


Act, 1852, and only for the sum actually due. 

The nearest case to the above is that of Blew v. Steinau 
(11 Exch. 440), where the action having been brought for £30, 
and after writ the defendant having paid £20 on account, the 
plaintiff signed judgment for the whole amount, and arrested 
the defendant thereon till he paid the balance. Here it was 
held that the ca. sa. was not a nullity, inasmuch as it pursued the 
judgment, but that it was irregular to issue it when less than 
£20 remained due. 
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Wrofessional Entelligence, 





IncorporATEeD Law Soctrery. 
Summary of the Proceedings of the Council. 
Since the last Report (p. 331, ante), the subjects which have 





* It is a noticeable fact, that in the case of Waller vy. Lacy, the present 
Mr. Baron Bramwell, was counsel for the defendant, but gave up this 
point on the authority of Drew v. Clifford. His lordship does not allude 
to this circumstance in delivering the judgment of the Court in Pigot v. 
Cadman. 





engaged the attention of the Council of the Society are briefly 
as follow :— 

The inquiry into the state of business in the common law 
courts, and the details relating to the proposed changes in the 
terms, circuits, and sittings. On this subject letters were sent 
to all the Provincial Law Societies, requesting their opinions on 
the following points of inquiry :— 

1. The advantages to be gained by having three circuits in 
the year instead of two. 

2. The periods of the year.at which the circuits should take 
place. 

3. The discontinuing assizes at small towns, and transferring 
the business to adjoining places. 

4, Re-arranging the assizes, and appointing some to be held 
at large towns now without assizes. 

5. The best means of arranging such changes, with reference 
to the time of holding quarter sessions, &c. 

6. The re-distribution of the circuits, either by increasing 
the number of circuits, or by re-arranging the length of each 
circuit, and equalising the duration of each. 

Answers on these points have been received from several of 
the Societies. 

A deputation from the Council appointed to attend the Com- 
mon Law (judicial business) Commissioners. 

The examination for Easter Term took place on the 30th of 
April, when 111 candidates were examined, of whom eighty- 
eight were passed, and twenty-three postponed. Three of the 
candidates were awarded prizes, and four received certificates of 
merit. 

Several questions have been raised regarding the qualification 
of articled clerks to be admitted on the Roll of Attorneys. 

1st. Whether a Master of Arts could be admitted after 
three years’ service, like a Bachelor of Arts or Bachelor of 
Laws, under 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, s. 7. This point has been decided 
in the negative by a Judge at Chambers. 

2nd. Whether a gentleman in deacon’s orders could be 
articled, examined, and admitted on the Roll of Attor- 
neys and Solicitors. There is no statute or decision expressly 
on the subject, but as deacons cannot be called to the bar nor 
become proctors, the question will be submitted to the Court. 

Two of the cases brought by the Society before the Court 
for malpractice have been decided against the parties complained 
of, and they have been removed from the Roll. 

Some points on the usages of the profession in conveyancing 
practice have been submitted to the consideration of the Council, 
particularly regarding the charges relating to covenants for the 
production of title deeds. 

The new buildings for the enlargement of the library and the 
more convenient dispatch of the business of the Society, and the 
discharge of its duty as Registrar of Attorneys, are proceeding 
satisfactorily. Additional rooms will be provided for the 
accommodation of the members, both town and country, and for 
meetings on arbitrations, and the security of deeds and docu- 
ments in fire-proof rooms, 

The following new members have been proposed and ap- 
proved :— 

Alfred Berton Cowdell, Abchurch-lane, London. 

Henry Anton, Cannon-street, City. 

Robert Henry Pearpoint, Half Moon-street, Piccadilly. 

William Stanley Stone, 41, Pall Mall. 

George Francis Eland, 4, Trafalgar-square. 





Trisity TeRM EXAMINATION. 


The Examiners have appointed Tuesday, 2nd of June, to 
take the examination. The testimonials must be left at the 
Incorporated Law Society on or before Thursday, 28th May. 





CHANCERY VaAcaTIon Novice. 
The chambers of the Vice-Chancellor, Sir R. T. Kindersley, 
will be open for the transaction of vacation business on Tuesday 
the 19th, and Wednesday the 20th, days of May instant. 





ATTORNEYS TO BE ADMITTED. 
Queen’s Bench.—Troiry Term, 1857. 


Clerk's Name and Residence. 


To whom Articled, Assigned, de. 


Alldritt, Cosmo Northey, 28, Bernard-st., Russell-sq. ; Harleyford-st.; and Ashby-de-la-Zouch... Green and Smith, Ashby-de-la-Zouch. 


Atkinson, Thomas, D 


W. E. Smith, Doncaster. 





Attfield, Edward Beaufoy, 14, Park-st., Bath 


C. Prothero, Newport. 





Bainton, Henry William, 2, Howard-street, Strand; and Beverley 


J. B. Bainton, Beverley ; J. England, Beverley. 





alden, Edward, 3, Gerrard-street, Islington; and Alfred-street 


T. Balden, Birmingham, 
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Clerk's Name and Residence. 


Bannister, Francis, 13, John-street, Bedford-row 
Barker, Francis Henry, 15, Everett-street, Russell-square ; and Chester. 











Barrett, Robert Bigsby Tucker, 8, Bell-yard, Doctor’s-commons; and Stifford......+0eeeersere 
Beadles, Oliver, 106, St. Martin’s-lane; and Chancery-lane 
Bellott, William Cuthbert, 37, Great Percy-street, Pentonville; and Oldham .....c..seceseeseeseeree 


Bighop, Richard Preston, 18, Great Ormond-street ; Lincoln’s-inn-fields; and Barnstaple......... 


Bowker, Thomas, 37, Wakefield-street, Regent’s-square ; and Whittlesea .......+++++ easescoosecescses’ 
Brady, George, 5, Hare-court, Temple; and New Broad-street. 

Brown, John Williamson, 13, President-street West, Goswell-road ; and Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Brown, Joseph M‘Grigor Aird, 44, Doughty-street; Acton-street; and Sunderland..........ssss008 
Browne, Walter, 70, Winchester-st., Eccleston-square; and Linton 

Burkitt, John Lowe, 18, Windsor-terrace, Vauxhall-bridge-road ; and Bucklersbury.........-++008 
Calvert, William Sidney, 2, Charlwood-place; Warwick-place; and Hadleigh ......s0+sssessseee 
Clark, Alfred, Highgate 
Dickin, Thomas Parkes, Shrewsbury; Loutham ; and Birmingh 
Draper, Edward, 25, Arlington-street, Camden-town ; and Prescot 
Evans, John Benjamin, 17, Chenies-street, Bedford-square ; New-square; and Falmouth..... cece 
Fallows, Joseph, jun., 10, Addison-terrace, Kensington ; and Piccadilly. 

Fernandes, Charles Bathurst Luis, Sandal, near Wakefield 

Foreman, Robert Stannard, 46, Essex-street, Strand; Bedford-row; and Tunbridge Wells ...... 























To whom Articled, Assigned, dc. 
C. G. Bannister, John-st.; E. Bannister, John-st. 
R. Barker, Chester. 
W. J. Barrett, Doctors’-commons. 
J. G. Hopwood, Chancery-lane. 
H., W. Litler, Oldham. 
J. H. Toller, Barnstaple; W. Moon, Lincoln’s-inn- 
ds. 
Gates, Son, and Percival, Peterborough. 
G. R. Dodd, jun., New Broad-st. 
J. Fenwick, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
W. J. Young, Sunderland. 
HE. B. Campbell, Nottingham. 
E. L. Swatman, King's Lynn. 
R. Newman, Hadleigh. 
J. Tatham, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn. 
W. Owen, Wem. 
L. Wright, Ormskirk. 


H. Brown, Wakefield. 
R. Foreman, Tunbridge Wells. 
Ss Imeley, New-square, Lincoln's-inn. 





Forster, William Stewart, 32, Montague-place, Russell-square; and Lewi 
Fuller, Francis Page, 18, Newington-place, Kennington; and Newbury nbeteiameeniae 
Giraud, Edward Jacob, 26, Percy-circus; Calthorpe-street, Gray’s-inn-road ; and Tonbridge ... 
Girdwood, Finlay Thomas, 15, Howley-place, Maida-hill West 


Green, William Alfred, Wolverhampt 
Griffith, William, Much Wenlock 
Grimshaw, John, 59, Friday-street, Cheapside; King’s Bench-walk ; and Manchester .........00 
Gurney, William Coryndon, 49, Lincoln's-inn-fields; and L st 

Hayward, Thomas, 43, Frederick-street, Gray’s-inn-road; and Harrington-square .......s0-sseseee 


seeeee seeecenees 

















Heath, Edward, jun., 41, Swan-st., Manchest 
Hill, John Henry, Marlborough-hill, St. John’s-wood; and Throgmorton-street ......cesereresseeee 





Hogg, Henry, Nottingham 
Hughes, William Henry, 10, Chapel-street, Bedford-row. 
lliffe, John Arthur, Forest-hill, Sydenham 
Keary, Alfred John, 17, Addison-road, South Kensington; and Stoke-upon-Trent ......... ecboocsee 
Knowles, Adam, 21, Gt. Percy-st., Pentonville; and Brampton Moor, near Chesterfield... r 
Lewin, Thomas. Ellerker, 32, Southampton-street, Strand; and Paddington ... 
Marsh, John William, 2, St. come’ Bes Brompton, near Chatham; and Charlton 
Massey, Thomas, jun., 2i, Church-street, Camberwell; and Oxford 

Matthews, Richard, 10, Great James-street, Bedford-row ; Stanhope-street; and Thatcham...... 


Millhouse, Thomas, 4, Granville-square, Pentonville; Ninfield; and Salt wood ........sscscsssseee 
Milnes, Ernest Swinnerton, 2, Wells-st., Jermyn-st.; Duke-st.; and Alton Manor, near 

Wirksworth 
Mitton, Edward, Edgbast 


Nash, Alfred Dormor, 14, Great Coram-street, Russell-square 


Needham, John Champion, 20, Bond-street, Manchest 
Newton, Ralph George, 18, Windsor-terrace, Vauxhall Bridge-road ; and Lancaster-place ...... 
Norris, George Goodwin, 52, Frederick-street, Mecklenburgh-square ; and Nottingham ......... 
Oliversou, Thomas, Cassland-crescent, South Hackney ; and Preston 
Plimsaul, James Vernam Perriman, 11, Garnault-place, Clerkenwell 




































Prosser, William Henry, 3, New Ormond-street ; Queen’s-square; and Moreton-in-Marsh ...... 
Purkis, Henry Wakeham, 5, Newman’s-row, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
Reeve, William Thomas, 3, Sussex-terrace, Southgate-rd., De B ir-town 
Richardson, Albert William, Withyam 
Richardson, John, Bolton-le-Moors 
Richardson, John, 29, Upper Stamford-street ; and Northumberland-street ........00++0+« eesecceecese 
Roberts, Ebenezer Morris, Pwllheli 
Rossall, William Shaw, 6, Vernon-street, Pentonville; and Arlington-street.... 
Sanders, Edward, The Grove, Lewisham 
Seaman, Francis John, Chichest 
Selby, James Addison, 14, East-street, Lambs’ Conduit-street 
Simpson, Henry Blythe, 46, Great Ormond-street, Queen-square; and Derby ...........se0++0 eecee 
Skipsey, Richard Appleton Robinson, 44, Doughty-st.; Compton-st. East; John-st.; Acton-st. ; 
and Sunderland 
Spurr, Thomas, Colchester ; and Harwich 
Sugden, John, jun., 25, Arlington-st., Camden-town; College-pl.; and Barmby, near Howden... 
Swayne, Walter Thomas, 2, Ridgmount-place, Hampstead-road ; and Pucklechurch .............++ 
Thompson, John Robert, 23, Bayham-terrace, Camden-town 
Turney, Benjamin, 50, Upper Bedford-place, Russell-square ; and Halifax. 
Wakeling, John Henry Beverley, 35, Great Percy-street, Clerkenwell; and Wakeling-terrace. . 
Wakeling, Thomas William Beverley, 35, Gt. Percy-st., Clerkenwell; and Wakeling-terrace ... 
Watson, James Foster, 6, Holles-st., Cavendish-sq. ; Craven-st., Maddox-st.; and Liverpool...... 
Webb, George Dillon, 9, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn ; New Bond-st.; and Warwick-court ...... 









































Whitworth, Edmund, Manchester 
Whyley, Arthur, 7, Albert-street, Mornington-crescent ; and Cambridge ..........seeeseeeeeees 
Wightman, James, 36, Liverpool-st., King’s-cross; Woolwich ; Wooler; & Berwick-upon-Tweed 
Wilson, Arthur, Adderbury, East; and Banbury 
Wilson, William, 31, Frederick-st., Gray’s-inn-road ; and Appleby 
Wood, Hubert, Lowther-cottages, Holloway; and Yeovil 














G. Gray, Newbury. 

W. Gorham, Tonbridge. 

W. A. Coombe, 3, Bridge-st., Westminster; E. 
Lawrance, 14, Old Jewry-chambers. 

C. Corser, Wolverhampton. 

A. Phillips, Shiffnal. 

E. Worthington, Manchester. 

C. Gurney, Trebersye, Cornwall. 

H. R. Hill, Throgmorton-st.; G. M. Hughes, St. 
Swithin’s-lane. 

E. Heath, sen., Manchester. 

W. M. Hacon, Fenchurch-st.; H. R. Hill, Throg- 
morton-st. 

J. Wood, Nottingham. 

J. Hughes, Chapel-st., Bedford-row. 

J. lliffe, Bedford-row. 

W. Keary, Stoke-upon-Trent. 

J. Cutts, Chesterfield. 

S. R. Lewin, Southampton-st. 

C. S. B. Busby, Chesterfield. 

E. B. Hooke, Philpot-lane. 

G. Hume, Great James-st.; G. B. Hume, Great 
James-st. 

E. Watts, Hythe. 


J. C. Newbold, Matlock. 
H. Holland, West Bromwich, deceased; J. Smith, 
Birmingham. ' 
J. I. Wathen, Bedford-square; H. Crocker, Chan- 
cery-lane; A. Mayhew, Carey-st. 

J. Hewitt, Hope House, Pendleton. 

H. Edwards, King’s Lynn, 

A. Parsons, Nottingham. 

W. G. Bateson, Liverpool. 

W. P. Pillans, Swaffham; A. Marcon, deceased, 
Swaffham ; T. Plews, Old Jewry-chambers. 

E. Tilsley, Moreton-in-Marsh. 

C. Francis, Cambridge. 

T. B. Cox, Poultry. 

Pearless and Head, East Grinstead. 

H. M. Richardson, Bolton-le-Moors. 

E. Foster, Cambridge. 

J. H. Jones, Pwllheli. 

L. Willan, Lancaster; R. Jackson, Lancaster. 

F. Ring, Bucklersbury. 

E, W. Johnson, Chichester, 

T. Selby, West Malling, 

J. J. Simpson, Derby. 


W. J. Young, Sunderland. 

C. Newstead, Selby ; E. Chapman, Harwich. 

G. England, Howden. 

H. C. Ray, Bristol. 

W. E. Brockett, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

E. N. Alexander, Halifax. 

H. B. Wakeling, Great Percy-st. 

H. B. Wakeling, Great Percy-st. 

G. Webster, Liverpool; J. 0. Watson, Liverpool. 

J. Grayson, Warwick-court, Holborn; J. H. Preston, 
9, Carey-st. 

J. Whitworth, Manchester. 

J. Eaden, Cambridge. 

E. Willoby, Berwick-upon-Tweed. 

T. G. Judge, Banbury. 

T. Robinson, Appleby. 

J. Glyde, Yeovil. 


Notices PURSUANT TO JUDGE’s ORDERS. 


Bockett, John Symonds, Hampstead 
Randles, William Henry, Ell e 
Swatman, Alan Henry, King’s Lynn 














Correspondence, 


DUBLIN.—(from our own Correspondent.) 
Tue Laws or Savincs Banks—LocaL MANAGEMENT. 


Some weeks since we took an opportunity of calling the 
attention of your readers to the very unsatisfactory state of the 





their deposits. 





D. S. Bockett, 60, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
G. Salter, Ellesmere. 
J. E. Jeffery, Lynn; E. L. Swatman, Lynn. 


sitions that have been made for a change of system, and, in 
particular, for giving to depositors Government security for 
Every week fresh instances arise to testify to 
the truth of what has been advanced against savings banks as - 
they stand; and these instances of defalcation, arising ‘under 
local unpaid management, are the best arguments that can be 
used against all irresponsible interference. This week it is 


laws relating to savings banks, and of considering some propo- | announced that the depositors in the Rugby Savings Bank have 
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been robbed to the extent of £1300, and doubtless the full 
amount of the deficiency is not yet apparent. In this, as in 
many other instances, the defaulter has been at work tamper- 
ing with the books for a long series of years, and has been so 
long connected with the institution as to have stood high in 
the estimation of all its well-meaning, but inefficient, honorary 
supervisors. It is, however, gratifying to find that some interest 
is awakened on a subject so deeply affecting the welfare of the 
working-classes.. Not many days since, we find that a large 
number of trustees and managers of savings banks, from all 
parts of the kingdom, met together in London to consider the 
question of an amendment of the laws. The result at which 
this important conclave arrived was, it appears, a determina- 
tion to support any measure which the Government may intro- 
duce, so framed as to give Government security to the depositors, 
while at the same time it shall not supersede, or materially 
interfere with, local management. Now it appears to us, that 
while these two objects of solicitude are both very excellent and 
desirable, they are still of such a nature as to be wholly incom- 
patible with each other. Were it possible to enjoy at once the 
freshness of early spring and the ripe fruits of autumn, it would 
be highly agreeable, no doubt; but both are, from the nature 
of things, incapable of combination. Hardly less impracti- 
cable would it be to combine Government security with local 
unpaid management. Why should the Government, or. rather 
the nation represented by the Government, be liable for losses 
which may, and of course will, happen through the negligence 
of gentlemen who makeit a relaxation, not a business, to attend 
once a week at the savings bank? It would be wrong to under- 
value the voluntary services so freely given in every town and 
village of the kingdom to local objects of beneficence; but the 
fallacy pervading the arguments of those who advocate local 
management is to treat savings banks as mere local charities. 
They should be regarded simply as offices where business is 
transacted between people who want three per cent. interest for 
their small sums of spare cash, and Government, which, for 
divers reasons, receives deposits of money at that rate of interest. 
Local philanthropists may, if they choose, represent to their 
poorer neighbours the advantages to be derived. from prudent 
and thrifty habits; but when they claim to act as honorary 
bankers, they mistake their vocation. A dispensary is probably 
as useful in the country towns as a bank for savings; but local 
benefactors happily there content themselves with paying-up an 
annual subscription, and then advising the blind, the halt, and 
the maimed, to enter its doors. Were they to insist on personally 
dispensing medicine, and performing amateur surgery on their 
poorer townsfolk, the result might be safely predicted. A com- 
petent Asculapius is not more necessary for the dispensary than 
is a responsible receiver of cash for the savings bank; and it 
would be contrary to all principle and authority for Government 
to be liable for the defalcations of any person not appointed by 
Government. In short, banking for the million is not a business 
safely and properly to be left to volunteer, unpaid agency. It 
should be performed by petent, responsible officers, who 
should devote to it, not one or two hours a week, but six hours 
aday. Local efforts might supply means, but ‘ local manage- 
ment” is as incompatible with Government security as Govern- 
ment security is incompatible with a high rate of interest. 

The remarks of your correspondent “P.” on the subject of 
savings banks are entitled to very respectful consideration, as 
they emanate from one who has had the advantage of large 
experience. His account of one particular bank—perhaps that 
with which he is immediately connected—is such as to reflect 
very great credit on the managers of that bank. Still, 
the admitted fact that numerous institutions of this kind 
are being properly conducted does not in the least weaken the 
case made out against a system which allows any of them to 
Lecome instruments in the hands of swindlers. It is very true, 
that the majority of depositors are honourably dealt with; but 
it is not the less incumbent on the Legislature to protect the 
victimised minority. Our complaint is urged on behalf of the 
one depositor who is defrauded; we are indifferent as to the 
ninety and nine depositors who are in safety. It might just 
as well be argued, that, because the “ Union” and the “ West- 
minster” are well managed, we have no right to complain of 
the sham audit of accounts, which no existing law prevented 
the Royal British Bankers from annually performing, and of their 
stam balance-sheet and dividend, which no criminal court has 
taken cognisance of. 

That benefits have been derived by the general public, on the 
whole, from savings banks, no sane person would feel disposed 
to deny. The subject is here discussed, not for the purpose of 
decrying the principle of savings banks, or of attempting to 








abolish them, but with a view to increase their efficiency, and 
extend their operations. Until an entire change of system is 
introduced, public confidence can never be restored; and the 
aggregate amount lodged in these depositories will remain 
stationary, if it do not annually decrease. Wonderfully in- 
creased as is our national wealth, and higher than ever as is 
the rate of wages, it is clear that deposits in savings banks 
ought to have increased also, and nothing but a well founded 
public supicion of them would have retarded their progress in 
so marked a manner, It is said in “ faint praise” of them, 
that savings banks are the best, if not the only, depositaries for 
savings. ‘This is the best reason that they should be placed on 
a secure basis, while it sufficiently accounts for the degree of 
use that has been made of them, notwithstanding their admitted 
defects. The subject should be considered, and amendment 
urged, until—in the words of your correspondent “ P.”—“ per- 
fect and entire Government security for each and every deposit,” 
is obtained. 
A Mryisrer or JUSTICE. 

The Right Hon. J. Napier is known to many of your readers 
as a prominent member of her Majesty’s opposition, and a high 
authority in the House on all matters connected with Ireland, 
as well as a steady debater on every question affecting law 
amendment. Representing in Parliament the University of 
Dublin, for which he is returned entirely by the votes of the 
clergy, Mr. Napier very naturally turned his attention a few 
years since to the laws relating to clerical residences, dilapida- 
tions, &c.; and his Consolidation Acts now on the Statute 
Book are, notwithstanding some complaints, sufficiently entitled 
to the character of useful, if not brilliant, examples of “law 
amendment.” Mr. Napier, having satisfied the legal wants of 
his clerical constituents, has now turned his attention to those 
of his lay fellow-subjects; and is fully entitled to the credit of 
having fixed upon a definite want, the want of a distinct 
Minister of Justice, and of having taken active steps to supply 
that want. When, during the last session of theold Parliament, he 
brought this subject before the House, and carried an address 
to the Throne, in a most able and convincing speech, Mr. 
Napier did not, for the mere sake of display, propound an im- 
practicable reform: he gave utterance rather to a very general 
conviction among thinking people, that, without a Minister of 
Justice, all other legal reforms will be useless. It is now a 
stale device to charge the proposer of law amendment with 
vagueness in the details of his plan. When no better objection 
can be urged, it is a favourite practice with certain obstruetives 
to object that the minutia are not elaborated. They doubtless 
objected to the Police Bill of Sir R. Peel, because it was silent 
as to the amount of the pay and cut of the uniform of the 
projected army of peace-keepers. Call them or him what you 
will, and give them what precedence you choose, the great want 
so forcibly enunciated, is of a public department solely charged 
with, and responsible for, the administration of civil and criminal 
justice. The plan recommended by the Law Amendment Society 
appears less open to objection than any other that has been 
proposed. It does not interfere with the dignity and import- 
ance of that “marble chair,’ which every lawyer aspires to 
fill, and so aspiring, of course, will not consent to see shorn of 
its splendour. This plan, moreover, will admit of one mem- 
ber of the board devoting himself to criminal law, for example, 
and other members to other branches. A non-legal member 
might be added, possibly, and, like the “lay lord” of the 
Admiralty, he might temper the professional zeal of the rest 
with some of that plain common sense, which undeniably 
useful in all schemes of law reform and all measures of law 
administration. 

But if a Department of Public Justice is required for England, 
how much more must it be required for Ireland! In England, 
you have a Home Secretary on the spot; an Attorney-General 
ever present, and ever active; and, above all, a Lord Chan- 
cellor in the Cabinet, and a high officer of state. In Ireland, 
the case stands very differently. The Chancellor may be called 
a purely legal and non-political officer. His patronage and in- 
fluence are extremely limited, and he is an exalted personage only 
within the precincts of his own court. The Attorney-General 
is necessarily in Parliament, and, therefore, half the year away 
from home. His chief duty for three-fourths of the legal year 
is in some sort, and sometimes, to overlook Irish Bills, and at all 
times to help to make and keep together a “house.” The Irish 
Secretary’s duties it would be difficult to describe ; but if he regu- 
larly attends in his place in Parliament during the session,‘ and 
in Dublin acts as an amiable and conciliatory reflex of the Lord 
Lieutenant, especially in the dinner-and-ball-giving-line, no 
one could complain that he neglects his duty. If the play pro~ 
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posed by the Law Amendment Society be ultimately adopted, 
it might, perhaps, be advantageous that one member of the 
Board of Justice should distinctly represent Ireland. Were a 
man of Mr. Napier’s attainments charged with the supervising 
care of Irish legislation, as well as consulted on the general 
business that would come before the Board, there can be no 
doubt that the statute book would be more free from blunders, 
and the streams of justice less tainted with partiality. 


To the Editor of THe Soricrrors’ JournaAL & REPORTER. 
IncomE-Tax. 

Sir,—By chapter 6 of last session (Royal assent, 21st 
March, 1857), the Income-tax is reduced from 1s. 4d. to 7d. 
for the year commencing from the 5th day of April, 1857. 
Some dividends are payable in July, can you inform me whether 
the Bank of England will, or, perhaps, more correctly, whether 
the Bank of England can, charge Income-tax on part of the 
July dividends at 1s. 4d., and on the residue at 7d. ? 

Is it not clear that the reduced rate of Income-tax (at 7d.) 
only can be deducted from the July dividends—-thus differing 
from the deduction on account of interest on a mortgage which 
accrues de die in diem? Your's &,, ENQUIRER. 





Kebichs. 


The New Parishes Acts, 1843, 1844, and 1856; with Notes and 
Observations, §c. By JAmrs CHRISTIE TRAILL, M.A., Bar- 
rister-at-Law. Maxwell, Sweet, and Stevens & Norton. 
1857. 

That a protégé of the Marquis of Blandford should betray his 
conservative bias, even in editing an Act of Parliament, is per- 
haps natural enough, and we are somewhat amused by the 
ingenious vent through which Mr. Traill’s political creed has 
been permitted to ooze. Certainly it would have bafiled our 
own acuteness to find either system in, or defence for, the 
bungling efforts which have been made during the past forty 
years to place the establishment of the Church of England on a 
footing adapted to the religious appetite of the age and the in- 
crease of population; but the attempt is made in the above 
work to show that 800 years ago we were undergoing precisely 
the same partial and successive improvements with regard to 
the then formation of our parochial system ; and that what some 
persons might be pleased to consider the shortcomings and 
shortsightedness of modern times have, in truth, arisen from a 
praiseworthy imitation of the Anglo-Saxon policy in this 

In order to understand Mr. Traill’s theory as to this resem- 
blance, it will be necessary to present to our readers a very 
rapid sketch of the manner in which, according to Wharton, 
Selden, Bede, and other authorities, this country became 
originally parcelled out into parishes. 

It. would appear, then, that in the early Saxon times every 
king on embracing the Christian faith, accepted also a bishop to 
preside ecclesiastically over his heptarchy. For this prelate, of 
course, a church was built, and an episcopal residence estab- 
lished in its vicinity. Those portions of each separate kingdom 
or diocese (for they were in those times co-extensive) which lay 
most remote from the bishop’s eye, were gradually evangelised by 
itinerant priests sent from the cathedral residence. These mis- 
sionaries, however, did. not always return, but would some- 
times settle in the more promising solitudes, and there build 
churches and houses for themselves ; but still they continued to 
render spiritual allegiance, and an account of the offerings they 
received from their respective flocks, to the mother church of 
the diocese. To this origin must be ascribed many of our 
parishes; but others owe their existence to the piety or worldly 
wisdom of the Thanes, who would often, in imitation of their 
Sovereign, build churches on their own estates—perhaps on 
much the same principle, that, in our day, a suburban freeholder 
first builds his “‘ new town,” and then keeps it respectable by 
erecting a district church in the middle. The Saxon, however, 
was beset by greater obstacles than the modern speculator, for 
he could only obtain for his new church the bishop’s sanction, 
and the ministration of a clerk in holy orders, by turning some 
portion of the revenues thereof into the episcopal coffers. But 
as this necessity naturally tended to.abate the zeal of these 
lay founders, they were, after a time, permitted to assign to the 
minister of the church they had established, the whole of its 
profits and revenues; and the bishops were the rather moved 
to this liberality when they perceived that one effect of these in- 
dividual efforts was, to relieve themselves from the necessity of 





building and serving churches in the more distant parts of their 
dioceses ; and from this period churches became self-supporting 
in this country, so far as any assistance from the bishop’s purse 
was concerned. 

But by degrees, and as the practice of sub-infeudation and 
alienation became more prevalent, so as to increase the number 
of landowners while the size of their estates was diminished, 
another stage is perceptible in the distribution of parishes. For 
the immense tracts of country, for which a single church only 
had at first been erected, becoming split up into smaller parcels, 
achurch or chapel for each of these was built by every sub- 
lord or proprietor with pious tendencies. ‘These last, however, 
which are designated by Mr. Traill as churches of the second 


Joundation, were not at first permitted to withdraw from the 


“senior” church of the district, to the partition of which they 
owed their existence, all the ecclesiastical functions. Their 
ministers could neither baptize nor bury ; nor—what was of 
more consequence—did they enjoy more than one-third of the 
tithes and other good things appertaining to the local limits of 
their charge. But in course of time these restrictions were re- 
moved, and they acquired a title, not only to full parochial 
rights, but also to whatever emoluments flowed into them jure 
ecclesia. 

In the course of church-development, above (most slightly) 
sketched by us, Mr. Traill perceives four distinct stages. The first 
of these was the erection of churches by the bishops on the 
confines of their dioceses, and serving them with itinerant 
priests. The second was the settling in these churches of a 
permanent minister. The third was the establishment of 
churches of the second foundation by lay founders, in subjection 
to the churches founded by the bishops. The fourth was the 
investment of these last with full parochial rights and an inde- 
pendent income. 

Such, according to our author, was the type. Let us now, 
as briefly as possible, state, in like manner, the several stages of 
the anti-type. 

The parochial division of the country remained unchanged 
from the Conquest downwards, in reckless disregard of the 
existing condition of the country in point of population, till the 
year 1818, when for the first time a systematic attempt at 
church extension was made through the medium of the Church 
Building Commissioners, appointed in that year. The method 
adopted by them was to build, or assist in building, churches 
where they seemed most required; and then, on certain 
conditions, to assign to them districts carved out of the 
parishes in which such churches were situated ; or out of the 
adjoining parishes, if need were. This manner of action, how- 
ever, was found, by experience, to produce insufficient results ; 
and also to give rise to much complexity and difficulties, on 
which it would take us too long here to enter. But in the year 
1843, a deus ex machina descended in the person of the late Sir 
Robert Peel, who, with his peculiar clearness of view, perceived 
that the Legislature had all this time been travelling in a 
wrong track; that, instead of aiding the habitantes in siccis 
to build a church, and trusting to the future for the necessary 
income for a minister, and consequent assignment of a district 
of which it was to be the place of public worship, the proper 
plan was to plant a minister in a populous district requiring 
spiritual care at the outset, and, assigning to him his charge 
forthwith, to bid him perform Divine service in any building he 
could meet with fit for the purpose, until such time as a church 
could be procured. In a word, the Church Building Commis- 
sioners first provided the church, but the Ecclesiastical Commis- 
sioners first provided the clergyman. The rule of the former 
was to rear churches or chapels in certain districts, all more or 
less in subjection to the mother church of the parish to which 
they locally belonged. The principle of the latter was, and 
is (for the recent statute introduced by the Marquis of Bland- 
ford, 19 & 20 Vict. c. 104, is only in confirmation and exten- 
sion of the principle first enunciated by Sir R. Peel, and put 
into action by 6 & 7 Vict. c. 37), to constitute and endow, by 
aid of the funds at the disposal of the Governors of Queen 
Anne’s Bounty, districts comprising such local limits as may be 
convenient, without regard to existing parishes—the minister 
whereof is not, indeed, in all cases, prov ided with a church, but 
enjoys a certain income, and is, from the commencement of his 
duties, independent to a great extent of the incumbent of the 
parish or parishes with which his district happens to be locally 
connected; while, from the time when he can acquire a church, 
he becomes altogether independent of such incumbent. 

We do not feel that any apology is required to our readers 
for inflicting on them the above condensed statement, both 
becanse the subject itself is one pre-eminently interesting, 
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and also because without it the parallel between ancient and 
modern church extension, in which Mr. Traill delights, could not 
be understood. We will let him detail it in his own words :— 

‘Now, if we compare the several stages or gradations in the develop- 
ment and extension of the ancient and modern parochial systems, one 
with the other, the points of resemblance between them will appear to be 
very striking. In the first place, the efforts made by the modern system 
to adjust itself to the wants of the country, by the establishment of chapels, 
which were at first mere chapels of ease, but in course of time became 
parochial chapels and acquired a more independent position, have a 
marked affinity with what we have termed the two first stages in the 
development of the old system. While, in the second place, the character 
which the Church Building Acts imparted to the modern system, by the 
assignment of districts to churches or chapels more or less in dependence 
on the parish church (for their incumbents were, in most instances, pre- 
cluded from the full performance of the offices of the church, and entitled 
to a portion only of the fees or offerings), corresponds very closely with 
that period which we have called the third stage in the development of 
the ancient system, and which was marked by the subdivision of the 
parishes first founded, and the establishment of churches of the second 
foundation in subjection to those of the first foundation, which latter, for 
a considerable time, continued still in possession of all the offerings and 
oblations. In the next place, we shall perceive that Sir Robert's Peel Act 
effected, to the extent of its operation, a change in the modern system 
analogous to that we have described as the fourth or last stage in the 
extension of the old system, by investing the parishes formed under its 
provisions with independent parochial rights, and endowing them with 
the fees and offerings arising within their limits.”—Page, 31. 

To our unimaginative minds the above passage appears 
fanciful, and the comparison itself of little value; and yet it 
is the hobby of one who thoroughly understands his theme, and 
who plays with the complications of his subject in the very 
wantonness of learning. We cannot doubt that Mr. Traill 
knows a good deal about the Church Building Acts; and that, 
we take it, is no small praise. We also judge him to be a 
modest man, and our opinion is based upon the following 
passage in his Introduction :— 

“During the continuance of this Commission” (that for building new 
churches) “ twenty-one Acts of Parliament have been passed, having sole 
reference to its powers and duties. These are so complex and conflicting 
n their nature as to have defied all endeavours to arrange or classify 
them, or render them at all intelligible to the general reader. And all 
attempts to consolidate them into one Act have failed, in consequence of 
the difficulty of finding any one with sufficient time and practical know- 
ledge on the subject to undertake the management of such a Bill in its 
progress through Parliament.” 

But surely our author desponds here too quickly. We cannot 
believe that no Hercules could be found; nor can we endure the 
sentence that this mass of incomprehensible Acts is to remain 
untouched, till those latter days when a general codification of 
our statute law is attempted. We derive, indeed, some slight 
consolation from an opinion expressed by Mr. Traill, that in 
consequence of the determination of the Church Building Com- 
mission, and the transfer of all its powers, duties, and authorities 
to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, ‘The Church Building 
Acts may be said to be already virtually in the course of 
repeal;” but we would petition for something more definite. 
“Does the high quest a knight require?” There is Lord 
Blandford ready to father (we must adopt the cacophonic 
nomenclature of the day) a Church Building Acts Consolidation 
and Amendment Act, 1857; “Or will the venture suit a squire ?” 
If so, we know of none apparently more capable for the task 
than the writer under our notice. 


La 
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Juridical Society. 


This Society met on Monday last, when Mr. S. Martin Leake 
read a paper on ‘Some points in the Theory of the Law of Pro- 
perty.” Mr. Charles Clark took the chair. The following is 
a brief, and necessarily very condensed, summary of the con- 
tents of the paper :— 

The theory and object of a legal institution is to be sought 
rather in its ultimate and perfect state, than in its origin or im- 
perfect development. In the dawn of civilisation property can 
only appear in its simplest form, dependent for its creation and 
its protection upon the individual labour and strength of the 
owner: only in an advanced state of civilisation does it appear 
in mature and complicated forms. The Roman and English 
systems are those in which the law of property has been most 
highly elaborated and most extensively applied, and therefore 
appear the most suited for attempts at scientific deduction. In 
pursuance of this mode of inquiry, the general design of the 
paper was, assuming the necessity of exclusive property as 
universally established in civilised life, to set forth the 
theoretical principles of the division of property (not as the 
recognised principles or maxims of any one system, but as the 
standard principles of all), and then to proceed to examine how 
far these speculative principles were supported by the practical 














doctrines of the Roman and English systems, and, at the same 
time, with the aid of the suggested principles, to criticise and 
arrive at some judgment of the scientific value of these systems, 
A few preliminary observations on the nature of property in 
general would be found necessary by way of introduction, 

Since the power of man over things extends no farther than 
to use them according as they are in their nature usable, things 
are not matter for consideration in law, except in regard to the 
use or treatment of which they are capable. Hence no right to 
things can exist beyond the right to use them according to their 
nature; and this right is property. The right is practically 
realised in the innumerable acts and modes in which a person 
may treat a subject of property, all which may, for convenience 
sake, be compendiously included in the term use. 

The entire property in a thing (in the subdivisions and parts 
of which entirety the law of property is found) is the right to 
the whole use of a thing. But things differ in use according to 
their nature; and according to the varied nature of the subjects 
of property, the law must necessarily adapt itself. Some things, 
as food, are consumed, and perish in the use. Some, as beasts 
of burden, are perishable from causes independent of the use, 
but afford a continuous use so long as they endure. Some, as 
land, are absolutely indestructible, and supply a continuous, 
constant, and uniform use for ever. The deficiencies and 
necessities of the subjects of property often require great modifi- 
cations in the theory. In order to eliminate these variations 
from the present inquiries, land may be taken as the standard 
or type of all subjects of property—w. e. a subject indestructible 
in its nature, of which the use is unlimited in duration, and con- 
stant and uniform in quality: a subject possessing all qualities 
in the highest degree which other subjects of property possess 
only partially and in a limited degree. The principles of the 
division of property in such a subject will form a certain 
standard method of division, whence, by easy transitions and 
with obvious modifications, rules may be readily arrived at for 
the division of all other subjects of property, in accordance 
with their more temporary and casual nature. 

The entire property in land, then, consists in the use of it for 
ever, together with, as an incident of property, the concurrent 
power of disposing of that use, or of any portion of it. The 
land being indestructible, and the actual use being uniform and 
incapable of acceleration, the owner, whose life is limited, has 
no power of exercising his full right specifically. By means, how- 
ever, of the power of transferring the use to another, it may be con- 
verted or exchanged into something of a more rapidly consum- 
able nature; and so the entire property may be made available 
even during the life of the individual owner. This power of dis- 
position may also be exercised at the moment of death, by means 
of a last will and testament. But besides this, a kind of ulterior 
ownership is provided in most systems of law, by the distribu- 
tion of it at death, according to the law of inheritance. The 
entire property in land, therefore, consists in the use for ever, 
realisable specifically only through the law of inheritance, and 
which the individual owner can only fully enjoy through his 
power of disposal, whereby he can exchange his property in the 
land for property in some subject capable of more rapid and im- 
mediate consumption. 

The entire property is divisible in three distinct ways :— 

1st. By actual specific partition of the land itself, the subject 
of property—a method of division too plain to require com- 
ment. It results in creating as many separate subjects of pro- 
perty as there are divisions made of the original subject. Joint 
tenancies and tenancies in common are instances of this mode 
of division, though somewhat obscure, in consequence of the 
divisions of the subject, yet arithmetically certain, being not 
real, but fictitious. 

The second mode of division consists in dividing the current 
use into concurrent and contemporary portions, without dividing 
the subject itself. For example, one proprietor may have a 
right to dig minerals, or a right of common, or a right of use, 
for some purpose only in the land, the use of which for all other 
purposes belongs to another proprieter. This mode of division 
gives rise to what in English law are called easements, and are 
classed under the ambiguous term incorporeal rights. r 

The third mode of division was the point to which the attention 
of the society was more particularly called. Property may be di- 
vided by a division of the continuous uniform duration of use into 
successive intervals of time. ‘The owner may then dispose of the 
use of the land during one or more successive or separate inter- 
vals of time, to one or more persons, retaining his right of use 
during the residue of the time, or he may dispose of his entire 
property by the appropriation to different persons of separate 
intervals of usein succession. The use during an interval, being 
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by hypothesis uniform and invariable, differs not at all in kind, 

but only in duration, from the use for ever; and so the right of 
use, or the property, is the same in kind as what has been called 
the entire property. The right of use during a limited interval 
of time, together with the power of disposing of that use, thus 
constitutes a separate and distinct property, independent of all 
other property or properties subsisting in the same subject- 
matier, and also equally independent of the owners of them. 

After an examination in detail of the principles of this mode 
of subdivision of property by successive intervals of use, the 
learned reader proceeded, in pursuance of the plan proposed, to 
inquire how far the principles suggested could be detected in the 
Roman and English systems of law. 

The jus civile, a common law of Rome, recognised but one 
form of proprietary right, called dominium. Dominium was 
held to be an exclusive and unlimited right to the thing itself, 
not merely to its use. No severance or subdivision of this right 
was possible; there could be but one dominus, and he held the 
entire dominium. This simple but strict doctrine was found in- 
adequate to the necessities of life, and demanded relaxation. A 
new kind of rights was devised supplementary to the domi- 
nium, and existing concurrently with it. Thus, ususfructus, 
usus, servitutes, and other limited rights of use were introduced. 
They were all comprised in one class of rights called jura in re, 
and were regarded as totally distinct from dominium. The 
owners of such rights were treated as mere tenants at will of 
the dominus, and the relation between them as one of mere per- 
sonal contract. Though occupying the land, and exercising 
their rights to an extent involving the whole beneficial use, they 
were not considered to be in possession, but only to have a quasi 
possession of their incorporeal right; in opposition to which the 
proprietor arrogated to himself the title of corporis dominus. 

A statement of the modern form of the Roman law, as exhi- 
bited in the code civil of France, presented the same doctrines. 
Substitutions or subdivision of property by successive intervals 
of use being strictly forbidden. 

Thus, in theory, the Roman law does not at all recognise the 
subdivision of property in land by successive intervals of use ; 
on the contrary, it positively denies any such doctrine. The 
Roman practical law, on the other hand, contradicted the 
theory. This contradiction between the practical law and the 
inflexible 4 priori theory produced great anomalies in the posi- 
tive law, and difficulties in its application. 

The English law of real property cannot be so simply stated. 
The study of it is commonly approached by the path of his- 
tory. Its progress is pursued by the student from the feudal 
system through the courts of justice and the statute book to 
the present time; and it cannot be fully explained or soundly 
learned otherwise than by tracing its gradual development 
amongst the historical events which have produced it. But 
here, for the present purpose, and merely as matter of specula- 
tion, if the pure theory of the subdivision of property already 
laid down be taken as the fundamental form of the English 
law, it is possible, by the addition of a few positive rules of his- 
torical and technical origin, as supplementary and exceptional 
to the theory, to give a fair representation of the English law. 
The positive rules to be imposed on the pure theory will, more- 
over, by this method, show themselves in a more prominent and 
exceptional light than when regarded in a purely historical con- 
text; and their theoretical value will be thus more readily esti- 
mated. 

Accordingly, we find recognised in the English law the entire 
property in the form of estates in fee-simple, or the right of use 
for ever, descendible according to the general law of inherit- 
ance; and, as subdivisions of property by intervals, estates 
limited for life, either the life of the owner, or the life or lives of 
any other persons ; estates limited for terms of years lasting for 
an interval certain ; estates limited to arise or to determine on 
conditions or contingencies uncertain; and, lastly, charges and 
incumbrances on land, which are nothing more than intervals of 
use, the duration of which is measured by the quantity of 
the use to be derived. All these several varieties of subdi- 
visional estates or intervals may be limited and disposed of as 
distinct properties, and not only in present enjoyment or pos- 
session, but also in succession or remainder. The paper, after 
tracing the theory into further details of the English practical 
law, proceeded to state some of the positive rules which must be 
subjoined to the theoretical basis, in order to bring it into exact 
accordance with the actual practical law. 

The special laws of inheritance called entails, the rule against 
perpetuities, the rule that contingent remainders must be sup- 
ported by an estate of freehold, were successively exhibited and 
criticised in their scientific bearing upon the theory. 





A contrast was thus presented between the English and 
Roman systems of law in the point in question, greatly to the 
advantage of the former in respect of theory. The English 
law was found to have freely settled itself down on a purely 
rational basis, while the narrow and artificial rules of the 
Roman law, and even of those modern European states whose 
law is based on the Roman, were inadequate to supply the 
wants and desires engendered by true liberty. 

The learned reader then went on to comment at some length 
upon the present state and prospects of the English system of 
real property law, and conveyancing, and concluded with a 
notice of the proposed scheme of registration, which, as a 
scientific scheme, apart from all question of its social merits, 
promised to unite the benefits of the Roman system in simplicity 
of title and transfer, with a free scope for the various applica- 
tions and purposes of which property is rendered capable by 
the principles of subdivision of the English law. 


Chancery Costs. 


(Continued from p. 447.) 

The Orders carefully take away every source of profit not re- 
presented by work done; thus, all fees for abbreviations and 
close copies, of course, are abolished, and there is not a single 
item allowed which is not justified by the work done; so that it 
is not open to be remarked, when the inadequacy of any par- 
ticular fees are pointed out, that they are compensated for, as 
under the old system, by other allowances. We would call 
attention to the following fees, as showing that a fair remuner- 
ation has not been provided for by the Orders. 

Instructions for claims, original summonses and special cases, 
are limited to 13s. 4d., whatever may be the amount of labour 
bestowed in getting up materials, and pains taken in assisting 
counsel in shaping the case and insuring the accuracy of the 
statements made. 

The prudent solicitor, who looks to getting a livelihood by 
his profession, would probably devote what time he could afford 
to give for the 13s. 4d. allowed, and the consequence would be, 
that amendments would become necessary, occasioning a serious 
expense to the client, and, what is worse, the client’s case would be 
damaged by the want of care in getting it up. On the other 
hand, the careful and conscientious solicitor would devote that 
time which he might more profitably employ upon other matters 
in properly getting up the case, and thus, at an actual loss 
to himself, would do his duty to his client. But, can it be for 
a moment said that the judges, in putting the matter upon such 
a footing, are doing justice either to the suitor or the solicitor ? 

The same observations apply to the instructions for briefs, 
which in all cases of bills are limited to 1/. 1s.; on claims, in- 
cluding observations, to 13s. 4d. ; and on interrogatories for the 
examination of parties, also to 13s. 4d.; when it is obvious that 
the labour and skill required must vary in every case. In proceed- 
ings at law, a fairer course is adopted, and the master exercises 
a discretion in the amount to be allowed, after considering the 
circumstances of each case. 

The scale is silent as to whether it is to apply to bills to be 
paid by clients personally, although it may be inferred that it 
was so intended, from the paragraph at the end of the head “ in- 
structions,” which directs that the taxing-master in certain 
cases shall have regard, amongst other things, ‘to the fund or 
person from which or by whom the costs are to be paid.” 

If this be not intended, and the solicitor is to be allowed to 
charge his client for any work done, not provided for by the 
orders, but necessary for the furtherance of his suit, then the 
system is revived of subjecting the successful party to a heavy 
amount of extra costs—a system long since exploded, as wrong 
in principle, and remedied by the Order of the 8th May, 1845. 

If, on the other hand, the solicitors’ charges are to be limited 
to the new scale in all cases, even in a bill to be paid by a 
client personally, it then results that solicitors are condemned 
by the judges, or by those on whom they have relied for assist- 
ing them in the exercise of a most important jurisdiction, to 
go unremunerated for a great part of the services which a client 
may require at their hands—a penalty to which no other class 
of individuals in this country is subjected. 

These observations are applicable to a great many of the 
allowances on the higher scale; but, as we have already shown, 
they bear upon the lower scale to 80 great an extent that 
it really becomes a serious question whether the judges have 
not exceeded their jurisdiction, in making provisions which 
virtually impose upon solicitors the duty of transacting a great 
portion of the business of the suitor in formé pauperis, 
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The principle upon which the system proceeds is so inherently 
and manifestly wrong, that it will scarcely bear discussion, and 
must in the end tend to the prejudice of the suitor. It applies 
to one-third, if not to one-half, of the business of the court; and 
by the effect of it, a suitor who has £1,000 at stake, is either 
precluded from the advantage of having his case conducted 
effectually, or is to be entitled to call upon his solicitor to devote 
his talents and his time, and expend his money, in paying clerks 
and stationers to do work for him, without paying him for it. 
This proposition, however unreasonable it may seem, we affirm 
is the result of the recent Orders—so far, at all events, as the 
lower scale is concerned—and is established by the language of 
the Orders themselves. 

Formerly, when solicitors complained that the fees allowed to 
them in some instances were inadequate, the answer was that 
there were other matters for which allowances were made which 
compensated for the labour bestowed for such inadequate fees ; 
but this answer cannot be given any longer, as allowances of 
that description have all been taken away, and each item must 
now stand upon its own basis. 

How, then, can the lower scale be justified, which, instead of 
increasing, ‘reduces the charges to be made for work actually 
done? It is true that it is estimated, that, taking the whole of 
a suit, the lower scale will afford the same, or perhaps a trifle 
more, profit than the fees have done since the recent alterations, 
entirely founded upon a calculation that there will be a certain 
number of affidavits in a suit, the charges for the perusal of 
which will make the increase; but this, as we have before re- 
marked, does not meet the justice of the case. The complaint 
of solicitors is, that the alterations in the procedure have reduced 
the rate of remuneration of the solicitor for work actually per- 
formed by him, by taking away such items as afforded him a 
profit, to compensate for those for which he was only partially 
paid, or not paid at all. Unless, therefore, proper charges are 
allowed for the items not paid for, justice is not done to the 
solicitor. 

We must protest against the principle adopted throughout 
the lower scale with a very few exceptions, that work necessary 
and proper to be done for the interest of the client, is to be done 
either for nothing, or at a rate which would not more than pay the 
commonest handicraft workman for his time. If the scale had 
been limited to suits under £500, it might have been less ob- 
jectionable, on the supposition that the Court of Chancery is too 
expensive a court for such matters, although even such a sup- 
position is under the new system unfounded, under which an 
ordinary claim not involving accounts and inquiries may be 
disposed of in a few weeks for £50 or £60. That a higher rate 
of remuneration should be afforded for suits of a larger amount 
is reasonable enough, as there is a greater responsibility incurred 
by the solicitor; but it is manifestly unjust, that, even when sums 
under £1000 are at stake, skill and labour and responsibility 
should not be paid for at their real value. 

In illustration of the foregoing remarks, we would call at- 
tention to the following fees on the lower scale :— 

In the case of instructions for, and drawing bills and answers, 
examinations, and affidavits, upon the higher scale, taking the 
very language of the Orders: “The taxing-master is to be at 
liberty to take into consideration the special circumstances of 
each case, and, at his discretion, to make such allowance for 
work, labour, and expenses properly performed and incurred in 
or about the preparation of the bill or answer, examination, 
affidavit, or petition, as shall appear to him to be just, having 
regard to the length of the document, the nature of the suit, the 
interests of the parties, and the fund or person from which or by 
whom the costs are to be paid.” But, in the lower scale, how- 
ever just such allowance may be, it is not to be made. 

For drawing concise statements for the judges’ chambers, 
whatever skill or time may be bestowed upon them, the solicitor 
is to have fourpence per folio for drawing, although it is 
admitted by the allowance on the higher scale that one shilling 
per folio is the proper charge. The same observation is appli- 
cable to most of the other fees when the sum allowed is less 
than on the higher scale, except when the pecuniary responsi- 
bility is greater, as, on payment of money into court, in which 
cases it is right that there should be a difference in the scale. 
When, however, we come to such items as these :— 


L. For drawing special notice Of MOtION secccrecscsccrcessccesserees 
2. For drawing such observations for counsel to accompany 
brief (except on claims) as may be necessary and proper, 
r sheet nil 

3. For attending on the day, on which a cause or petition is in . 


the Pin for hearing 8 
4. Attending Court on special motion, each day... 6 8 











we cannot believe that these items have been brought under the 
notice of the judges. Is it possible that for drawing a notice, 
which may require great skill, consideration, and labour, and 
whatever may be its necessary length, in a matter in which a 
sum amounting to nearly £1000 is at stake, the Lord Chan- 
cellor and the judges should have come to the conclusion that 
the paltry sum of 2s. is a proper allowance for it. 

The observations by a solicitor who is in personal communi- 
cation with his client, and knows the intimate details of a cause, 
are often mostimportant and necessary for counsel’s guidance; but, 
nevertheless, either the suitor must dispense with this advantage, 
or, if the Orders are to be carried out, the solicitor is to devote 
his skill, time, and labour, and pay his money for copies to a 
stationer, or his clerk, in cases where, in the terms of the Order, 
observations are necessary and proper, without receiving a 
single farthing. 

With regard to the 6s. 8d. allowed for attending court, the 
former sum of 10s. was always a most inadequate allowance for 
the anxious work of devoting a whole day, to the neglect of 
all other business, to attend the court. This was only com- 
pensated for under the old system by profit arising from other 
allowances requiring but little labour; but now they are taken 
away, it would have been but consistent that a reasonable sum 
should have been allowed for such a duty ; but, instead of this, it 
is reduced to 6s. 8d., and thus a solicitor is to be paid 8d. more 
than a common journeyman carpenter for his day’s work. 

On the other hand, if the solicitor is not at his post when the 
cause is called on, and his counsel are absent, a decree may be 
taken against his client which may occasion his ruin, the only 
remedy being an action for damages against the solicitor. It 
surely cannot be right that the sum the solicitor is paid for the 
performance of a duty involving such consequences should not 
be in any way commensurate with the responsibility to which 
he is thus subjected. 

We constantly hear the judges complaining, and very recently 
the V. C. Wood commented upon, the absence of solicitors from 
the court when causes were called on; but, is it not reasonable 
that men should not be willing to sacrifice the earnings of a 
whole day to get 6s. 8d. or 10s., even if they should be liable 
to some risk in so doing? The blame is surely not with them, 
but with those who place them in such an unjustifiable position. 

There are other instances in which, instead of the fees having 
been increased, they have been diminished, on the lower scale, 
whereby the rate of remuneration has been reduced for services 
actually rendered, as for instance the preparing advertisement, 
and attending to get same approved and signed, has been 
reduced from 13s. 4d. to 6s. 8d. 

The perusal of affidavits of claimants under Order 36 of 16th 
October, 1852, and attending at chambers, has been reduced 
from 17. 1s. to 10s. 6d. 

We are informed that the Lord Chancellor clearly expressed 
an intention that the rate of remuneration should not be dimi- 
nished ; we cannot, therefore, but believe that the details of the 
new scale have not. been properly brought to his attention and 
that of the other judges; and we venture to express a hope 
that the whole matter will be reconsidered, and put upon sucha 
footing as to provide for the best interests of the suitor, by 
enabling solicitors to retain the honourable position they have 
hitherto hold, which they cannot do if deprived of fair remu- 
—* for the performance of their responsible and difficult 

uties, 


> 
—" 


Parliamentary Proceedings, 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Monday, May 11. 
PROBATE AND DrvorcE BI1s. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR laid on the table a bill for amend- 
ing the law relating to Probates and Letters of Administration, 
which he said was substantially the same as that of last session, 
though a few alterations in accordance with the suggestions of 
many of their lordships had been introduced. He also laid on 
the table a bill relating to Marriage and Divorce. 

Lord CAmpsELu said that if persons who had to take out 
probate were to be subjected to a Chancery suit, he should oppose 
the Bill; and with regard to the Divorce Bill, if it permitted 
the parties any day to dissolve the marriage, he should oppose 
that Bill also. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR said, that in the Testamentary Bill 
he had made several alterations, more out of regard for the opinion 
of others than for his own, by which the Court of Probate would 
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be separated in every way not only from the Court of Chancery, 
but from every judge in that court. With regard to the Divorce 
Bill, he had struck out that clause to which his noble and 
learned friend objected, as it met with no great concurrence in 
any part of their Lordships’ House. 

Lord CAMPBELL said he hoped he should be able now to 
support the Bills. 

They were then read a first time. The Probate Bill was fixed 
for a second reading on Monday next, and the Divorce Bill on 
Tuesday. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
Monday, May 11. 
TRANSPORTATION AND PENAL SERVITUDE BILU. 

Sir G. Grey, in moving the second reading of this bill, said 
—By the provisions of the Act passed in 1853, in consequence 
of the insuperable difficulties which were then experienced in 
carrying into effect sentences of transportation, all sentences of 
transportation for periods less than fourteen years were abolished, 
and penal servitude for periods of shorter duration than the 
corresponding sentences of transportation was substituted. The 
option was left to judges of passing sentences of transportation 
or of penal servitude for periods exceeding fourteen years. This 
bill proposed to abolish altogether sentences of transportation, 
and to place the law relating to sentences of transportation for 
terms of fourteen years and upwards upon the same footing as 
sentences for less than that term. He proposed to give facilities, 
which do not now exist, for sending out of the country convicts 
sentenced to penal servitude after they have undergone a 
preliminary portion of their punishment in separate imprison- 
ment, and subsequently in associated labour in this country. 
Another provision was, that the sentences of penal servitude 
substituted for sentences of transportation, instead of being of 
considerably shorter duration than the sentences of transporta- 
tion, shall be made co-extensive in duration with those sen- 
tences ; and that a discretion shall be given to the Court to pass 
sentences of penal servitude below the former minimum period of 
transportation—seven years—but exceeding the ordinary period 
of imprisonment for two or three years, which might have been 
inflicted under the previous law ; thus allowing the Court to pass 
sentences of penal servitude for four, five, six, or seven years in 
lieu of seven years’ transportation. But the most important 
provision of all was that which enabled convicts to be sent out 
to any colony willing to receive them. By the terms of the 6th 
section of the Act of 18538, it was doubtful whether Parliament 
did not intend to confer upon the Government the power now 
asked for. At all events it was doubtful whether sentences of 
penal servitude could be carried out in Western Australia; the 
law officers of the Crown arrived at the conclusion that under 
the existing law it was not competent for the Government 
to send thither convicts under sentence of penal servitude. 
It is proposed by this Bill to select from the convicts under 
sentence of penal servitude those who may be physically fit for 
removal to Western Australia, or any other colony which 
hereafter may be found willing to receive and able to employ 
them. To which it has been objected that if men are sentenced 
to penal servitude, and some work out their period of punishment 
at home, while others are sent abroad, there will arise an uncer- 
tainty as to the sentence. But this objection applies quite as 
much to the former system of transportation, and to that which 
now exists, as to the plan set out in this Bill; for the practice 
formerly was, not to send out of the country convicts who were 
sentenced only to seven years’ transportation—those persons 
serving a certain portion, usually one-half, of their punishment 
in this country, and then, if well behaved, receiving their 
discharge. This practice was, however, condemned by a resolu- 
tion of this House, and the Government endeavoured to send 
out all their convicts to Van Diemen’s Land and New South 
Wales. The supply sent was without reference to the wants of 
the colonies, and led to the total break-down of the system 
under an attempt to introduce the element of absolute certainty 
into our sentences. But, even while the Government were 
endeavouring to carry out the resolution of the House, the fact 
was, that all our convicts were not sent from this country ; for 
during the ten years from 1843 to 1852 inclusive, there 
was a difference of 17,041 between the numbers of those 
sentenced to transportation, and of those who actually were 
sent abroad; there was, therefore, as much uncertainty under 
the former system as there will be if the proposed plan be 
adopted. With regard to the practical carrying out of the 
sentence, and ordering a criminal for transportation, it is mani- 
fest that the discretion must lie with the Government, and not 
with the judge; for, the latter cannot know, without examina- 
tion, whether a man brought before him is a fit person to be 





sent to a distant colony, nor what demand may exist at the 
time for such description of persons in any particular colony. 
As to certificates-of-leave, the Bill leaves the law exactly as it 
now is; but the number of convicts under sentence of trans- 
portation, and who can be dealt with as the system is now 
administered, is very much reduced. In tickets-of-leave the 
system recommended by the committee of the House, which 
thought it desirable that a stimulus to good conduct should be 
held out in the case of long sentences, has been adopted; but at the 
same time he thought, that, while the remission of the remainder 
of a sentence by means of a ticket-of-leave is a power that ought 
to be retained, the general rule ought to be am absolute re- 
mission rather than a qualified one. In the Bill now on the 
table some alterations, as compared with that introduced into 
last Parliament, have been made. 

The Bill was read a second time, and ordered to be committed 
on Friday next. 

Wednesday, May 13. 
JupGMENTs ExEcuTion BIL. 

Mr. CrAvuFuRD, in moving the second reading of this Bill, 
said, that at present, whenever a creditor recovered a judgment 
in any of the courts of England, Scotland, or Ireland, no execu- 
tion could issue upon it except within the jurisdiction of the 
court in which it was obtained. In the case of a judgment 
obtained in England, for example, the debtor could evade it by 
crossing over to Ireland, and before the creditor could touch 
either his person or property he must raise a fresh action in one 
of the Irish courts, and prove his judgment. He was seeking to 
remedy this by providing that when a judgment was issued by 
a competent court an official notification of it to the courts of 
the other two kingdoms should be sufficient warrant for them 
to enter up the judgment and issue execution. He had intro- 
duced into the measure several amendments suggested by the 
Attorney-General for Ireland, which he hoped would make it 
more acceptable in that country, and also certain amendments 
applicable to Scotland. 

Mr. M‘Manon opposed the Bill as a violation of the estab- 
lished principles of law and jurisprudence. The Bill would 
impose upon England and Ireland some of the worst features of 
the Scotch law, and make the judgment of a Scotch court more 
forcible in England than the judgment of an English court. In 
Scotland, when a decree was given in absence, 40 years was 
allowed to dispute it. To transfer such a judgment to Ireland 
would be to make it irreversible. One of the first maxims 
of the English law was, that no man should be condemned 
without being heard in his own defence, but in Scotland a dis- 
honest creditor had no difficulty in obtaining ‘a judgment in 
the absence of his debtor. But there was a stillfurther anomaly 
in the Scotch practice. In the English or Irish courts, whena , 
man got notice of an action, all he had to do was to instruct an 
attorney to put in an appearance; but in Scotland the agent 
employed was liable for all the costs of the action; consequently 
no writer to the signet in Scotland would appear for a stranger 
until he had got security, not only for his own costs, but for 
the costs of the other side also. To import such extraordinary 
hardships as this into the English and Irish procedure would be 
anything but law reform, and he hoped the House would pause 
before it gave its sanction to the Bill. 

Mr. Wuiresipe said that that part of the Scotch practice 
which the Bill sought to import into England and Ireland was 
opposed to all natural justice. The last time this bill was under 
consideration the Attorney-General for Ireland had succeeded 
in introducing an amendment—the requiring a copy of the 
judgment to be registered instead of a mere extract from it— 
which the mover of the Bill declared to be destructive of its 
principle and detrimental to its working, and yet that provision 
was introduced into the Bill now to be read a second time. By 
this Bill every judgment heretofore obtained in any one of the 
three kingdoms might be registered and made available in the 
others. A judgment, therefore, which had been obtained in 
Scotland might be taken at once to Dublin, and by the law of 
Ireland, having been registered in the Court of Common Pleas, 
it might be taken to another office and registered against the 
real estate of the debtor, and then, if it were for more than 
£100, the creditor might go to the Rolls and get a receiver 
appointed over the landed property of the debtor before he had 
ever heard of it. Neither would expense be saved by the Bill. 
First, a copy of the judgment had to be obtained, then a judge’s 
order for proceeding to the other court with it, and then it had 
to be registered, the cost of all of which could not be under £5 
or £6, but by a Bill which he had succeeded in passing some 
time ago the same process might be gone through for exactly 
1210s. The Bill would open the way to all sorts of fraudu- 
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lent executions and unjust preferences. As he read the Bill, all 
that a creditor had to do in the Scotch courts was to give some 
proof that his debtor had received notice of the action at some 
stage before judgment was given; he might go on with his 
action, and just before judgment was given might pop a letter 
into the post to his debtor, and that would be sufficient notice, 
and he would get his judgment as a matter of course. 

The Lorp Apvocare said, that this measure was supported 
by the Law Amendment Society and by Lord Brougham. It 
was no attempt to do something for the benefit of Scotland or 
the Scotch, for, while it enabled Scotch creditors to recover debts 
in England and Ireland, it gave equal facilities to English and 
Irish creditors in Scotland. England, Scotland, and Ireland 
had each its own system of jurisprudence, or at least separate 
jurisdictions, and, so far as the decrees of their courts were con- 
cerned, stood to each other in the relation of foreign countries. 
This was not only an anomaly, but a discredit to our jurispru- 
dence. The remedy for this state of things was entirely a 
matter of detail; the principle of this Bill must be admitted. 
The hon. and learned member for Wexford had made some very 
strong observations in regard to the law of Scotland. He would, 
on investigation, find in Scotland a system to which the division 
of law and equity was unknown. He would find that ecclesiastical 
courts had long been abolished; that land rights had been regis- 
tered for many centuries; that the principle of County Courts, 
ouly the other day introduced into England, had obtained for a 
long period; and that the thirteen judges not only ‘sat at 
common law, but did all the work which in England was per- 
formed by the separate Courts of Chancery, Admiralty, and 
Bankruptcy, and the Consistorial Courts. Decrees made a 
citations, and decrees made in absence, under the Scotch law, 
could now be enforced in the courts of England; and if there 
were thought to be defects in the law of Scotland, the proper 
course would be to amend that law. The chief defect in the law 
of Scotland was the principle of founding jurisdiction upon 
arrestments; and he thought, that, if this Bill passed, it would be 
a good opportunity for considering whether that mode of found- 
ing jurisdiction should continue. 

The House divided, when the numbers were :— 

For the second reading ..........sscsscsscoseee 187 
IE ine vcinssncntivessvancsenacossavesoncerve < OBO 
PARI OTE .. sccccsissacscsaesess —38 

The Bill was then read a second time, and ordered to be com- 

mitted on Wednesday next. 
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Sittines at Nist Prius, in Middlesex and London, before the Right Hon. 
Joun Lord CAMPBELL, Lord Chief Justice of her Majesty’s Court of 
; Queen's Bench, in and after Trinity TERM, 1857. 
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IN TERM, 
In Middlesex, 
Ist Sitting Monday, May 25 
2nd, Monday, June 1 
me. « Monday, June 8 
For undefended causes only. 
In London. 
Ist Sitting Friday, May 29 
2nd, Friday, June 5 
AFTER TERM. 
In Middlesex. In London, 
Saturday ... ssoesscsss TUNE 13 | Saturday .recccccccccsssrroeee JUNC 27 
The Court sit at 10 o'clock every day. 


The Causes in the list for each of the above sitting days in Term, if not 
disposed of on those days, will be tried by adjournment on the days fol- 
lowing each of such sitting days. 

A CROWN PAPER.—Trinity TERM, 1857. 

Oxfordshire ......... The Queen on the prosecution of the Guardians of the 
Poor of Oxford r. The Vice-Chancellor of the Uni- 
versity of Oxford. 

ecevee The Queen on the prosecution of Corporation of Here- 
ford, Respondents, v. Philip Tully and two Others, 

7 P Appellants. 

W. R. Yorkshire ...The Queen v. The Inhabitants of the Township of 

; Huddersfield, 

Birmingham......... The Queen v», Joseph Allday and four Others, Over- 

seers of Birmingham. 

\ The Queen rv. Wm. 0, Dickinson 


--The Queen on the prosecution of James Loxdale and 
Another, Justices, Respondents, v. Hy. J. Lan- 
cashire, Appellant. 

Staffordshire.........The Queen v. Wm. Bakewell. 

* Same v. Danl. Craddock. 


Herefordshire 


Newcastle-upon- 


'yne 
Staffordshire... 





‘& Same v. John Cridland and three Others. 
™ ” Same v. Thomas Bacon and six Others. 
BER cesccccens seseeeee the Queen v. The Mayor and Assessors of Rochester 
(Parish of Strood). 
” The Queen v. The Same (Parish of St. Margaret). 
” The Queen v. The Same (Parish of St. Nicholas). 


” The Queen v. The Same (Parish of Frindsbury). 





Saturday, May 30. 
Notts ....scccseeeeeeeeeLhe Queen v. The Worksop Local Board of Health. 
Saturday, June 6. 
Lancashire .........The Queen v. The Overseers of the Poor of Man- 
chester. 


Common Pleas. 

Sittincs at Nist Privs, in Middlesex and London, before the Right Hon. 
Sir ALEXANDER EpmMUND CockBurn, Knt., Lord Chief Justice of her 
Majesty's Court of Common Pleas at Westminster, in and after Trinity 
TeRM, 1857. 





IN TERM. 
In Middlesex. In London, 

Tuesday .....ceccrccceereee May 26 | Friday...ocssccsssssssseseeeree May 29 
Tuesday .......00008 June 2 | Friday...ccrcrccscesesceeeee Sune 5 
AFTER TERM. 
in Middlesex. | In London. 

Saturday ....... supbarensees +. June 13 | Thursday ........... sessscense JUNE 25 


The Court will sit during and after Term at 10 o'clock. 

The Causes in the list for each of the above sitting days in Term, if not 
disposed of on those days, will be tried by adjournment on the days fol- 
lowing each of such sitting days. 


Crehequer of Pleas. 

Srrrines at Nist Privs, in Middlesex and London, before the Right Hon. 
Sir FrepERIcK PoLtock, Knt., Lord Chief Baron of her Majesty's Court 
of Exchequer, in and after Trinity TERM, 1857. 
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Ist Sitting Monday, May 25 
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In London. 
ist Sitting Friday, May 29 
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In Middlesex. In London. 
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The Court will sit during and after Term at 10 o'clock. 

The Court will sit in Middlesex, at Nisi Prius, in Term, by adjourn- 
ment, from day to day until the Causes entered for the respective Middle- 
sex Sittings are disposed of. 
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Friday, May 22.... Motions and Peremptory Paper 
Saturday, May 23. Errors, Peremptory Paper, and Motions 
Wednesday, May 27. Special Paper 

Thursday, May 28. Circuits chosen 

Saturday, May 30. Criminal Appeals 

Monday, June l. Special Paper 

Wednesday, June 3. Ditto 


«. Ditto 

PEREMPTORY PAPER 

To be called on the first day of the Term after the Motions, and to be 

proceeded with the next day, if necessary, after the Motions. 

To set aside award...Evans v. Ernest 

To set aside plea......Train and Another v. Collyer. 

For a Prohibition ...In the matter of an Appeal against the Conviction ot 
the Justices of Maidenhead, in which A. Ricardo 
is Appellant, and the Maidenhead Local Board of 
Health are Respondents. 

SPECIAL PAPER. 

For Judgment. 


Thursday, June 8. 


Sp. Cas. Oldershaw and Another, Executrix and Executor, &c., ¢. 
cing 

Dem. Hill v. Balls 

Sp. Case. Whaley v. Laing 


For Argument. 
me Doe dem. Hughes and Others v. Probert 


Dem Brewer v. Dimmack and Another 
Dem. Churchward v. Foss 
Dem. Ellis v. The London and South-Western Railway Company 
Sp. Case. Barstow v. Reynolds 
Dem. Barnes v. Hayward, Clerk 
Sp. Case. Walker v. Goe and Another 
Dem. Macnaught and Another v. Mare 
Sp. Case. Beattie v. Carmichael 
Dem. Kindersley v. Grey 
Sp. Case. Roberts v. Aulton 
Dem. Callaghan v. Hodges and Another 
NEW TRIAL PAPERS. 
For Judgment, 
Lord Campbell... Gelen v. Hall 
Gelen v. Hall 


L. C. Baron ...... Smith v, Winder 
Hills v. The London Gaslight Company 


B. Bramwell...... Lee v. Everest 


B. Martin ......... Nixon v. Brownlow 
L. C. Baron ...... Wilson v. Hicks 
” Crouch v. The Great Western Railway Company 
For Argument. 
= Bovill v. Pimm and Another 
Gibbs and Others v, Charleton and Another 


Hand v, Willson 

Wyatt v. Dethick 

Pidgeon v. Legge 

Smith v. Render 

Preston and Others r. Tamplin and Holmes 
Bramall, Administrator, &c., v. Lees 

- Bushell x. Norman 

.. Andrews v, Hawley 

Ellis v. The London and South-Western Railway Co. 
Every and Another v. Smith and Others 
Tooker v. Smith 

Churchward and Another v. Ford 

Beale, P. 0., &c., v. Caddick and Another 


B, Martin ws... 
L. C. Baron ....++ 
B. Martin . 





J. Crompton seeese 
B. Bramwell .. 
J. Cresswell .. 





J. Wightman...... 
L. C. J. Cockburn 


J. Crowder.s.s+s0 
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J. Willes........... Vaughan v. Downes 
9 Dalton v. Batchelor and Another 


” Chapman v. The Monmouthshire Railw, & Canal Co. 
” Jones and Another v. Same 
” Williams v. Smith 


Hollis v. Marshall 
B. Watson sssceee Sedgwick v. Dente 





Births, Sarriages, and Deaths. 
BIRTH. 
ALLEN—On May 11, at Dulwich, the wife of Thomas Allen, Esq., bar- 
rister-at-law, of a son. 
MARRIAGES. 


CHAMBERLAIN—GILHAM—On May 13, at Lewisham, by the Rev. 
James Spong, Mr. John M. Chamberlain, of 30, Basinghall-street, 
London, solicitor, to Sarah Jane, elder daughter of the late Mr. John 
Gilham, of High-street, Southwark, and stepdaughter of Mr. Joseph E. 
Newsom, of Forest-hill. 

HARRISON—GORDON- —On May 7, at Hampton Church, Middlesex, by the 
Rev. Edward Johnstone, vicar, Charies, youngest son of the late Thomas 
Harrison, of Streatham-park, Surrey, barrister-at-law, F.R.S., to Caro- 
line Louisa, eldest daughter of the late John Gordon, of "Jamaica, 
barrister-at-law, official assignee at Calcutta, and granddaughter of the 
late Charles Augustus Tulk, Esq. 

DEATHS. 

LAWSON—On May 10, Mrs. Lawson, widow of the late Charles John 
Lawson, Esq., bencher of the Middle Temple. 

ag May 9, at Woolwich, Mr. William Taylor Nokes, solicitor, 


aged 

PEAHSE_-On May 9, at his residence, Rye-close, Bedford, Theed Pearse, 
Esq., Clerk of the Peace of the county of Bedford, aged 64 

SMITH—On May 2, at Croydon, William Smith, for many years of 
Streatham Paragon, Surrey, and Angel-court, Throgmorton-street, 
City, solicitor, aged 62. 

STEVENS—On May 16, at Peckham, Surrey, Mary, the wife of Charles 
readme Esq., of Frederick’ s-place, Old Jewry, in the 39th year of 

er age. 


+> 
Unclaimed Stock in the anaes of Gnglany. 

The Amount of Stock heretofore st: in the following Names will be 
transferred to the Parties ow the. po unless other Claimants 
appear within Three Months 

Avarne, HaMILTon Biatr, Clifton, Gloucestershire, Esq., £13 Annuities. 
—Claimed by Mary Saran AVARNE, widow, sole ‘executrix. 

Capoean, WILLIAM, Llandenny, Gent., WILLIAM WILLIAMs, Monmouth, 
Gent., & Henry WittiaMs, Panty Collin, Monmouthshire, Gent., 
£149:8:5 Consols.—Claimed by Henry WILLIAMs, the survivor. 

CazaLet, Otympia Marta, Brighton, spinster, £260: 16: 10 New 3 per 
Cents.—Claimed by Otymr1a Maria Hatson, wife of CHARLES AuGuUS- 
tus HaLson (formerly OLymp1a Maria CaAZALET, spinster). 

CHATFIELD, MARY ANN, Camberwell, spinster, £74: 5: 10 Consols.— 
Claimed by Mary ANN CHATFIELD. 

Cunistiz, Lieut.-Col. Sir ARCHIBALD, Stirling Castle, N.B., £225 New 3 
per Cents.—Claimed by FREDERICK GORDON CHRISTIE & ARTHUR 
Forses, acting surviving executors. 

Cusison, EL1zaBETH, Oxford-st., widow, £50 New 3 per Cents —Claimed 
by WiLt1aM Henry Cusison, sole executor. 

Fronock, Tomas, Cambridge, carpenter, Mary Davison, wife of 
JosEPH Davison, Sunderland, Gent., & MARK Newton, Nottingham, 
Tailor, £68:9:2 Consols—Claimed by THomas Fronock & Marr 
Davison, the survivors. 

Hat, Carorine, Totteridge, Herts, spinster, £482: 7:3 Reduced.— 
Claimed by CAROLINE SHaw, wife of BENJAMIN SHaw (formerly CaRo- 
LINE HALL, spinster). 

HirscnEtt, Rev. SaLtomon, Bury-ct., NaTHaN JosEPpH (deceased), 
Church-st., Minories, & LAURENCE PHILLIPs, St. Mary-axe, Merchants, 
£300 Consols.—Claimed by LauRENcE PHILLIPs, the survivor. 

Hopson, Ex1zaBETH, Hunton, Kent, widow, £40: 5: 1 Consols.—Claimed 
by Exv1zaBETH Hopson, 

JEssopP, JAMES, Waltham Holy-cross, Essex, Esq., £25 Reduced.—Claimed 
by JosEPn JEssopP, surviving acting executor. 

Martruiz, Rev. Hucu, Worthingbury Rectory, Wrexham, Denbighshire, 
£30: 19: 4 Consols.—Claimed by ANNA MARIA GREEN, wife of CHARLES 
GREEN (formerly MaTrTuiE, widow), acting executor. 

MITFORD, FRANCES, CAROLINE ANNE MitForD, & CHARLOTTE GEORGINA 
MitForp, Somerset-pL, Bath, spinsters, £1,141: 12: 1 New 3 per Cents. 
—Claimed by CHARLOTTE GEORGINA MITFORD, the survivor. 

NEVILLE, JosEPH, Croydon, Surrey, surgeon, £61 : 8 : 8 New 3 per Cents, 
—Claimed by ELEANOR NEVILLE, widow, THOMAS ALEXANDER ROBERTS, 
& GEorGE Cooper, the executors. 

PHILiips, LAURENCE, Regent’s-park, Gent., & Rev. SaLomon HirscHe1, 
Bury-ct., St. Mary-axe, £43: 13: 4 Consols.—Claimed by LauRENcE 
PuHILuipes, the survivor. 

TRAVERS, BENJAMIN, Bruton-st., Esq., Rev. GEorRGE MILLETt, Brigh- 
ton, & Joun TRAVERS, St. Swithin's-la., Esq., £107: 10: 11 Consols.— 
Claimed by BENJAMIN TRAVERS, the survivor. 

Wicram, Right Hon. Sir James, Portland-pl, Middlesex, Knight, £45 
New 3 per Cents.—Claimed by Sir James W1GRAM. 


> 


> 
Heirs at Law and Pert of Kin 
Advertised for in the London Gazette and elsewhere during the Week. 

CRAWFORD, CHRISTOPHER (deceased), late of the Waterman's Arms, 
Wapping-wall, Middlesex, Lieensed Victualler, supposed to have been 
born near Barnard-castle, Durham, and Mary, his late wife (formerly 
Mary Brown).—All persons claiming to be nephews and nieces of either 
to send hg their claims immediately to J. & T. Gole, 49, Lime-street, 
Solicito: 

—- Capt. Bensamix; Harrison. Lieut. Jonn L.; Knox, GrorcEe 

M‘LEop, Esq. ;—MEIKLEJOHN, Epwarp; Stunt, THOMAS es ; 

Wutiams, James Henry, Master Mariners;— Kircovur, 
Marner, James, Conductors: hen bench a next of kin wi 
apply to Mouillard & Co., Doctors 

Luypsay, ADAM, who retired from HECS on on June 26, 1805, and died in 














Scotland in 1812.—Next of kin to apply to F. C., care of Messrs. Allen & 
Co., Booksellers, 7, Leadenhall-st., London. 

Raw inson, THoMmAs, who died near Shanghae in June, 1856.—Next of 
kin to apply to the Solicitor of the Treasury, Whitehall, London. 

RupLanD, FRANcEs (a person of unsound mind), Widow, 2, Cavendish- 
cresct., Bath.—Persons claiming to be heirs-at-law, or to be entitled 
under the statutes for the distribution of intestates’ estates (in case she 
were now d intestate) to her personal estate, to come in and prove 
— aed or kindred before the Masters in Lunacy, 45, Lincoln's- 

nn-fields. 

THEODORE, ELIZABETH, Otherwise Hurst (who died in June, 1856), late 
of the Stag Tavern, Fulham-rd., Middlesex.—Next of kin who were 
living at her death, or their personal representatives, to come in and 
make out their claims as next of kin or legal personal representatives, 
on or before June 2, at V. C. Stuart's Chambers. 


 SMonev faarket. 


CITY, Fray Eventna. 

The English Funds have maintained their recent improve- 
ment throughout the week, and made a small advance. The 
Government brokers have made daily purchases of Exchequer 
Bills, first at par and latterly at 2s. to 4s. premium. This is 
said to be an investment of Savings’ Bank money. Foreign 
Securities have been in request at full prices. The demand for 
money in the discount market has been active throughout the 
week, but without any remarkable pressure. From the Bank 
of England return for the week ending the 9th May, 1857, 
which we give below, it appears that the amount of notes in 
circulation is £19,341,590, being a decrease of £434,640, and 
the stock of bullion in both departments is £9,808,127, showing 
an increase of £249,300 when compared with the previous 
return. 

Reports from the corn markets in town and country show 
that great efforts have been made to support an upward move- 
ment, and to establish higher prices for grain. A partial 
advance did take place. Protracted adverse winds, and a 
temperature remarkably unfavourable for vegetation helped 
the movement. The pleasant change of weather now prevailing 
and the expectation that large arrivals from abroad are at hand 
have given a downward tendency to prices, not likely to be 
recovered for some time. The arrivals have not yet been large, 
but all the continental ports are supposed to be open, and the 
shipments of the season on the way. 

The disclosures made in investigating the affairs of the 
Royal British Bank have naturally led to excessive distrust in 
all matters relating to bankers and banking. As success in 
commercial operations depends very much on credit and con- 
fidence, too large a measure of caution and doubt is likely to 
embarrass undertakings really based upon a reasonable founda- 
tion of honesty and careful management. ‘The first meeting of 
the Unity Joint Stock Mutual Bank has lately been held, 
under the presiding influence of Mr. Sheriff Mechi. The 
balance-sheet discloses several questionable and perhaps 
unjustifiable items of expenditure, notwithstanding which, the 
amount carried to profit and loss, after making provision for 
bad and doubtful debts, and payment of interest on customers 
balances, is such as to furnish another strong proof that high 
rates of profit attach to the business of banking. The report of 
the auditors states that the subscribed capital, amounting to 
£150,000, was all well and faithfully paid, and deposited in 
the London and Westminster Bank. It is also stated that at the 
commencement business progressed favourably, the amount 
of deposits steadily increased, and at the end of four months, a 
profit of about £9,000 had been realised. But the failure of 
the Royal British Bank, and the want of confidence created by 
that event, at once turned the tide. Very shortly the deposits 
decreased £100,000, and such was the panic, that shareholders 
and customers drew out their funds, the shareholders rushed 
into the market to relieve themselves from their liability; and 
if the chairman and some of the directors had not on their own 
responsibility bought shares, the quotation would have gone 
lower, the bank would have been placed in an embarrassing 
situation, and an enormous sacrifice would have taken place. 

The council of state relative to the affairs of the Bank of 
France has resulted in the publication of proposals, and condi- 
tions for the renewal and modification of its charter. The 
charter is to be prolonged till 1897. The capital is to be 
doubled. -The amount raised except the reserve fund is to be 
advanced to the Government against 3 per cent. rentes, whieh 
are to be taken by the Bank at 75. Some relaxation is to be 
allowed in the existing rule by which the Bank is prohibited 
from charging any higher rate of discount than 6 per cent. 
This measure may have good influence on the money market in 
case a considerable proportion of the money to be paid for the 
new shares should be brought forward from dormant capital. 
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ENGLIisu Funps. Sat. | Mon. | Tues. | Wed | Thur.| Fri. 
Bank Stock ..... ecesecocovece 2114 13/212 13 213 1142124 14 ove 
3 per Cent. Red. ‘Ann. ...| 922 4 \923 § 3 ey on ! 923 ga] 928 
3 per Cent. Cons. Ann.... 933 Fi | 933 2 944 4] 94 
New 3 per Cent. Ann. ...|924 ¢ 2/92§ 3 @ on 3 a HH 4995 ¢ #| 92% 
New 23 per Cent. Ann....] ... eee 76} eee 
5 per Cent. Annuities ...} 114} ove ooo owe soe seo 
Long Ann. (exp. Jan. 5, 

1GHO) rccorccenscnsseseeroneee oon 24 7-16) 2 7-16) ... 2 7-16 
~ earned Oct. 10, 

pecanspenonanapenkonelal 2 3-16) ... ooo ove vee eee 
Do 30 years (exp. Jan. . 

1860)..+....00 esccecees occas] ene one sop ove ove eee 
Do. do. 1800 .6] oes oes ove . eve eee 
Do. > years (exp. Apr. 5, 

1885) .. coe oe 18 om ove eee 

India Stock eee ove 221 220 220 221 eee 
India Bonds (£1 000). sia ak ee «. 7s. dis./88. dis. 
Do. (under £1,000) . “4s. dis] 4s,dis.|3s, dis.) <.. [7s dis. |3s. dis. 
Exch. Bills (£1,000) Mar. +» jis pm.| par j|ls. pm./4s. pm. j2s, pm. 
—————— June} par /2s. dis} par /ls. dis.j|Is) pm./2s. pm. 
Exch, Bills (£500) Mar.| ...  /4s. pm.) ... ww. = 48. Pm. |2s, pm. 
-——_——-———— June] ... ls. pm.| par jls. pm.| ... |2s, pm. 
Exch. Bills (Small) Mar.|Is. pm.|4s. pm./2s. pm.| ... 4s. pm./2s, pm. 
————_——_——_ June/ls. pm.|ls. pm.|2s. pm.| ... [3s. pm. \2s, pm. 
Exch. "7 1858, 33 

per Cent | eee 98% eee ove ove ose 
Exch, ag "7859, ‘3h 

a ere 98% $] 98% | 983 3/982 21982 € | 982 

Eusurance Companies, 
May 8. 
Equity and Law 53 
English and Scottish Law 43 
Law Fire 34 
Law Life 62 xd 
Legal and General Life 5 
London and Provincial 3 
Medical Invalid and General ............ «+. Seccnsnessees . 3} 
Railway Stock. 
Railways. Sat. | Mon. | Tues, | Wed. | Thur} Fri. 
Bristol and Exeter eee] ove 89 90 eee 893 oes 
Caledonian... 71¥ |72§ 3 9/723 3B 733 ¥ | 744-4) 733 
Chester and Holyhead ... is soo aa pee ooo 
East Anglian .. “ 183 | 182 Z 183 193 193 19 
Eastern Union ef stock .| ... 11g @ WZ FE] ove 
East Lancashire «| 989 os 982 8] 99 one 99 
Edinburgh and Glasgow] 58 58 59 60 ase 62 
Edin., Perth. & Dundee .| 32} 4 | 32¢ 32) 323 3 | 323 4 | 334 33¢ 
Glasgow &South Western| ... one aes eee eve 
Great Northern ... 974 | 9737 974 7| 98 73] 973 98 
Gt. South & a (Ire.). ese 103 23 103 103 1033 eee 
Great Weste -\668 4 $167 64 2) 66% | 67} 621673 4 67% 
Sc naaihiente% Yorkshire . 1013 101$ {1013 2 {1024 1g)1022 | 102} 
Lon., Brighton, &S.Coast} ... {110% 11] 111 | 110} a a 
London & North Western tt 5\105¢ } [1043 53} 106 | 106% 105% 
London and 8S. Western . 1003 00% wae 100 100 
Man., Shef., and Lincoln} 40$ $ | 41$ | 42% % | 424 43) 4343) 43% 
Midland 2... .00 coo ese =| - 3) 82g % | 822 = |83g F 3) 83} 43) 83g 
Norfolk ... ... os 623 623 | 643 33) ... coe 
North British... ... 434 431 3] 43 433 | 433 43 
North Eastern (Berwick) 863 73) 872 873 87 (873 3 4 87% 
North London ee oe os oe amb 983 8) .. 
Oxford, Wore. & Wolv. -| 31 313 1 303 312 1 ove 30% 
Scottish Central ... eco 107 oso 107 one 107 
Scot.N.E. Aberdeen Stock a aes ee een 253 an 
Shropshire Union... .. eee ase cee 49 eee 
South-Eastern os 75 75 75k € | 7534) 75} 
South-Wales ... ... 863 86 ooo ove eee 


























Bank of England. 


AN ACCOUNT, PURSUANT TO THE ACT 7TH AND 8TH VICTORIA, C. 32, FOR 
THE WEEK ENDING ON SATURDAY, THE 9TH DAY OF MAY, 1857. 


Issue DEPARTMENT. 
£ 








£ 
Notes issued ° + 23,567,945} Government Debt 11,015,100 
Other Securities . « 8,459,900 
Gold Coin and Bullion. 9,092,945 
Silver Bullion e ove 
£23,567,945 £23,567,945 
BANKING DEPARTMENT. 
— Capital . 14,553,000 | Government Securities 
. 3,328,676 (incl. Dead Weight 
Peale Deposits (includ- Annuity) - 10,303,838 
ing Exchequer, Say- Other Securities . - 18,630,357 
ings’ Banks, Commis- Notes . ‘ ° 4,226,355 
sioners of National Gold and Silver Coin 715,182 
Debt, and Dividend 
Accounts) . e - 5,163,146 
Other Deposits . 10,081,864 
Seven day & other Bills 749,04 
£33,875,732 £33,875,732 











Dated the 14th day of May, 1857. M. MagsHatt, Chief Cashier. 





London Ghasettes, 


Bankrupts. 
Tuespay, May 12, 1857. 

ARMSON, Samvet, Builder, Walbrook Coseley, Sedgley, Staffordshire. 
May 22 and June 12, at 11.30; Birmingham. Com. Balguy. Oj: Ass. 
Whitmore. Sols. Pinchard & Shelton, Wolverhampton ; or Hodgson & 
Allen, Birmingham. Pet. May 11. 

BARNES, Jouy, Dealer and Chapman, Dorchester, Dorset. May 20 and 
June 18, at i; Exeter. Com. Bere. Off. Ass. Hirtzel. Sols. Templar 
& Son, Bridport ; or Terrell, Exeter. Pet. May 4. 

BRANGWIN, Caste, jun., Grocer, Blackheath-rd., Greenwich, and 
High-st., Deptford. May 21, at 12.30, and June 18, at 1; Basinghall- 
st. Com. Evans. Off. Ass. Bell. Sols. Atkins, ‘Andrews, & Co., White 
Hart-ct., Lombard-st. Pet. May 4. 

CROWTHER, Antony, & Witu1am Crowtuer, Curriers, Huddersfield. 
May 29 and June 26, at 11; Leeds. Com. West. Off Ass. Young. 
Sols. Floyd & Learoyd, Huddersfield ; or Bond & Barwick, Leeds. Pet. 
May 11. 

CRUSE, JonaTuHan, Builder, Kintbury, Hungerford, Berks. May 25, at 
1.30, ‘and June 29, at 2; "Basinghall-st. Com. Goulburn. of. Ass. 


Pennell. Sols. Gregory & Co., 1 Bedford-row; or Pinniger & Sons, 
Newbury, Berks. Pet. May 9. 
GALE, Ricuarp, Grocer, Skirmett, Hambledon, Buckinghamshire. May 


21 and June 18, at 11; Basinghall-st. Com.’Evans. Off. Ass. Johnson. 
Sols. Rhodes, Sons, & Dutfett, 63 Chancery-la. Pet. May 5. 

HARR:SON, Henry (Harrison & Co.), Tailor, Sheffield. May 23 and 
June 27, at 10; Sheffield. Com. West. Of Ass. Brewin. Sols. Hoole 
& Yeomans, Sheffield. Pet. May 7. 

HUDDLESTON, Mary, & THomMAs Hupp.Eston, Cabinetmakers, now of 
16 Berners-st., Oxford-st., formerly of Nassau-st. May 25, at 11, and 
June 29, at 1; Basinghall-st. Com. Goulburn. Off. Ass. Pennell. Sol. 
Tate, Bucklersbury. Pet. May 4 

JONES, Witt1am, Slate and Coal Merchant, Carnarvon. May 25 and 
June 16, at 11; Liverpool. Com. Perry. Of. Ass. Cazenove. Sol. 
Woodburn, Liverpool. Pet. May 9. 

LEAKE, Wit.iAm, Cattle-dealer, Lane, Holme, Yorkshire. May 25, at 
11.30, and June 22, at 11; Leeds. Com. Ayrton. Off. Ass. Hope. Sols. 
Floyd & Learoyd, Huddersfield; or Bond & Barwick, Leeds. Pet. 


May 8. 

MAY, James, Linendraper, 127 Goswell-st., Clerkenwell. May 29 and 
June 26, at 1; Basinghall-st. Com. Fane, Og. Ass. Whitmore. Sol. 
Giles, 118 London-wall. Pet. May 12. 

MORICE, SrrGeL (Morice, Newmann, & Co.), Importer of Foreign and 
Fancy Goods, 7 Coleman-st May 26 and June 23, at 12; Basinghall- 
st. Com. ae Off. Ass. Stansfeld. Sol. Bailey, Tokenhouse- 

yd. Pet, May 8. 

ORGAN, WituiaM, Saddler, Walsall, Staffordshire. 
at 10. 30; Birmingham. Com. Balguy. Of. 
Thomas, "Walsall ; or Hodgson & Allen, Waterloo-st., 
Pet. May 6. 

SEAL, Neptune, & Jonn Seat, Hat Manufacturers, Denton, Lancashire, 
and Birmingham. May 22 and June 12, at 1; Manchester. Off Ass. 
Hernaman. Sols. Darnton, Ashton-under-Lyne; or Sale, Worthing- 
ton, & Shipman, Manchester. Pet. May 8. 

STARMER, SamveEt, Shoe Manufacturer, Wolverhampton, Staffordshire. 
May 27 and June 15, at 10.30; Birmingham. Com. Balguy. Off. Ass. 
Whitmore. Sols, Kitson, Wolverhampton ; or Finlay Knight, Bennett’s- 
hill, Birmingham. Jet. May 7. 

Fripay, May 15, 1857. 

CANTER, Bensamin, Cloth Merchant, Barnsley, Yorkshire. May 29 and 
June 26, at 11; Leeds. Com. West. Og. Ass. Young. Sols. Cariss & 
Cudworth, Leeds. Pet. May 11. 

COX, Henry Ivimey, Grocer, High-st., Shalford, West Ham, Essex. 
May 26, at 12.30, and June 25, at 12; Basinghall-st. Com. Evans. 
Off. Ass. Bell. Sols. Messrs. Hilleary, Fenchurch-bldgs. et. May 12. 

CUNDY, Samvgt TANSLEY, Statuary and Stone Mason, Belgrave-wharf, 
Lower Belgrave-pl., Pimlico. May 26 and June 25, at 1; Basinghall- 
st. Com. Evans. Off. Ass. Bell. Sol. Keighly, Basinghall-st. Pet. 
Sor arrangement, Feb. 18. 

ENTWISTLE, Jonatuan, otherwise Entwisle (Prisoner for Debt in Lan- 
caster Castle), Tailor, Bury, Lancashire. May 26 and June 23, at 12; 
Manchester. Of. Ass. Pott. Sol. Taylor, Manchester. Pet. May 6. 

GITTINS, GeorGE, Ironmonger, 6 Hart-st., Grosvenor-sq. May 26 and 
June 23, at 11.30; Basinghall-st. Com. Fonblanque. Off. Ass. Stans- 
feld. Sol. Page, 13 Duke-st., Grosvenor-sq. Pet. May 13. 

HYDE, Greorce Cocksurn, Surgeon, 16 South-par., Chelsea. May 26, 
at 2, and June 19, at 12; Basinghall-st. Com. Holroyd. Off. Ass. Lee. 
Sols. Clarke & Morice, 29 Coleman-st. Pet. May 12, 

KNAPP, James NELson, Sail Maker, Newport, Monmouthshire. May 26, 
and June 30, at 11; Bristol. Com. Hill. Off Ass. Acraman. Sols. 
Cathcart, Newport; or Bevan & Girling, Small-st., Bristol, Pet. May 7. 

MILNES, Asranam. & JAMES MILNEs, jun., Cotton Spinners, Busk Mill, 
Oldham, Lancashire. June 9 and 29, at 12; Manchester. Off. Ass. 
Fraser. Sols. Sale, Worthington, & Shipman, Manchester. Pet. May 8. 

OWEN, Jonny, & Witit1aM Henry Boon, Silversmiths, Birmingham. 
May 29 and June 19, at 11.30; Birmingham, Com. Balguy. Off. Ass. 
Christie. Sol. Knight, Birmingham. et. May 11. 

ROBERTSON, Henry, Commission Agent, 3 St. Michael’s-alley, Corn- 
hill. May 26 and June 23, at 1; Basinghall-st. Com. Fonblanque. 
Of. Ass. Graham. Sol. Miller, Raymond-bldgs., Gray’s-inn. et. 


May 27 and June 15, 
Ass. Whitmore. Sols. 
Birmingham. 


May 12. 

STAMPS, James, Handsworth, Staffordshire, and WILLIAM FINCK, sen., 
Tipton, Staffordshire, carrying on business at Alton (Stamps & Finch), 
Papermakers. May 29 and June 19, at 11.30; Birmingham. Com. 
Balguy. Off. Ass. Christie. Sols, Allcock; or Hodgson & Allen, Bir- 
mingham. Adjudication, May 14. 

THOMPSON, WiLL1AM, Power Loom Cloth Manufacturer, Over Darwen, 
Lancashire. May 28, at 1, and June 25, at 12.30; Manchester. Of. 
Ass. Hernaman. Sols, . Worthington, & Shipman, Fountain-st., 
Manchester. Pet. May 

TILLEY, GEorGE, Fans * Walton-on-Thames May 28, at 12, and June 
pW Raced 12.30; Badnghalte. ‘ Com. Goulburn. Off. Ass. wslipioce, 

Hammon urnival’s-inn, Holborn; or ecg, 
Guildford. Pet. May 8 





nd 
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, BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
TurEspay, May 12, 1857. 
DALRYMPLE, ALEXANDER, Merchant, 11 Lime-st. May 8. 
Fripay, May 15, 1857. 

Bassk, JAMES, & SOLOMON — Wine and Spirit Merchants, 4 Savage- 

gardens, Tower-hill. May 11 
MEETINGS. 
Turspay, May 12, 1857. 

ALLTREEF, Jonny, Tailor, Liverpool. June 4, at 11; Liverpool. Com- 
Stevenson. Div. 

Bovtton, SAMUEL, & JouHn SwINDELLs, Spelter Manufacturers, Green- 
field Works, Holywell, Flintshire. June 5, at 11; Liverpool. Com. 
Stevenson. Div. 

C.LusBE, THomas, Ale and Porter Brewer, Chester. June 4, at 11; 
Liverpool. Com. Stevenson. iv. 

Epvey, CHartEs Puiturrs, & ALFRED Raixs, Druggists, Liverpool. 
June 5, at 11; Liverpool. Com. Stevenson. Div. 

Gapp, Jonn LAWRENCE, Draper, Whitechapel-rd. June 2, at 12; 
Basinghall-st. Com. Holroyd. Div. 

GroGan, Jonny, Musical Instrument Dealer, 10 Stockbridge-ter., Pimlico, 
June 4, at 2; Basinghall-st. Com. Evans. Div. 

JONES, WILLIAM, Draper, 1 Broadway, Westminster. June 4, af 12; 
Basinghall-st. Com. Evans. Div. 

Lewis, Ratpu, Wine and Spirit Merchant, late of Eastgate-st., Chester, 
now of Penygroes, Tryddyn, Mold, Flintshire. June 5, at 11; Liver- 

1. Com. Stevenson. Div. 

MarGerison, CHar.es, & Ernest BENJAMIN Fort, Wine and Spirit 
Merchants, Savage-gardens, Tower-hill. June 3, at 1; Basinghall-st 
Com. Fonblanque. Div. sep. est. E. B. Fort. 

Meapows, Harvey, Draper, Warboys, Huntingdonshire. June 4, at 
12.30; Basinghall-st. Com. Evans. Div. 

PrescorT, Josern, Tea-dealer, Liverpool. June 4, at 11; Liverpool. 
Com. Stevenson. Div. 

Ramsay, Davip Aten, Builder, Kensington-park-ter., Notting-hill. 
June 4, at 1; Basinghall-st. Com. Evans. Div. 

SwoxDER, JOHN, Maltster, Ware, Hertfordshire. June 4, at 11.30; 
Basinghall-st. Com. Evans. Div. 

Symes, JaMes, EDwArRD BARNARD Symes, & RevsEeN Rarer, Electro 
Platers, 422 Strand. June 2, at 12; Basinghall-st. Com. Holroyd. 
Div. joint est.; and sep. ests. of J. Symes and E. B. Symes. 

Fripay, May 15, 1857. 

Brerrett, WALTER, Printer, 11 Little Marlborough-st. June 5, at 11; 
Basinghall-st. Com. Evans. Div. 

Cogpon, Henry, Plumber, Sunderland. May 26, at 11; Royal-arcade, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Com. Ellison. (By adj. from April 24) Last Ex. 

CoLemaN, WiLLIAM, Chemist, Coventry. June 5, at 11.30; Birmingham. 
Com. Balguy. Div. 

Cowan, Joun, Ch Newcastle-upon-Tyne. May 28, at 11.30; 
oy so Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Com. Ellison. (By adj. from April 
29) Last £. 

GuMMow, jaune Reynoxps, Builder, by my Denbighshire. June 18, 
at 11; Liverpool. Com. Stevenson. Fur. Div, 

Hammon, Joun, Builder, Birmingham. Tune 5, as 11.30; Birmingham. 
Com. Balguy. Div. 

Kimpton, Rosert, Jeweller, 2 Crescent, Jewin-st., Cripplegate. June 
11, at 11; Basinghall-st. Com. Evans. Div. 

LENO, PANAYOTTI Demsatrivs, Merchant, 1 Gt. Winchester-st. June 5, 
at 12; Basinghall-st. Com. Fane. Div. 

Norra, GEORGE, Coal Dealer, Chesterfield, Derbyshire. June 6, at 10; 
Sheffield. Com. West. Div. 

PEEL, WILLIAM, Blanket Manufacturer, Staincliffe, Yorkshire. June 8, 
at 11; Leeds. Com Ayrton. Last Ea. 

PotanpD, Jonny, Furrier, = gm oe Ludgate-hill. June 2, at 12; Ba- 
singhall-st. Com. Holroyd, Last Ez. 

Ruppockx, Epwarp Harris, & Henry Exison, Marble Masons, Brad- 
ford, Yorkshire. June 6, at 10; Sheffield. Com. West. 

Ryper, BERNARD SCMMERS, Paperstainer, 1 Gough-st. North, Gray’ s-inn- 
rd. June 12, at 1; Basinghall-st. . Com. Holroyd. Div. 

Saear, OATEs, Manufacturer, Stonefold Mill, Haslingden, Lancashire. 
June 11, at 12; Manchester. Com. Skirrow. Div. 

Sxowpow, Joun, Draper, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. roy # be at 12; Royal- 
arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Com. Ellison. Prf. D 

Stace, Witu1aM, Manufacturing Chemist, elas he 11, at 2; 
Manchester. Com. Skirrow. Div. 

STEFFANO, PETER, Ship Chandler, 28 Wellclose-sq., and Cardiff. June 5, 
at 1.30; Basinghall-st. Com. Fane. Div. 

TAYLOR, *Ropert, Draper, Sunderland. June 8, at 11; Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne. Com. Ellison. Div. 

TrBurY, WILLIAM, Brass Worker, 81 Gt. Titchfield-st., Marylebone, and 
Cleveland Mews, Fitzroy-sq. June 5, at 11; Basinghall-st. Com. Fane. 
Div. 

Wicca, Henry, & Burton SuitH, Commission Agents, Gresham-st. June 
5, at 1; Basinghall-st. Com. Fane. Div. 

WILLTAMso, GeorGE, Woollen Manufacturer, Stair Mill, Crosthwaite, 
Cumberland. May 28, at 11; Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Com. Ellison. 
(By adj. from April 29) Last Ex. 

CERTIFICATES. 
To be ALLOWED, unless Notice be given, and Cause shown on Day of Meeting. 
Tourspay, May 12, 1857. 
Raseanes, James, & THomas om Opticians, Liverpool. June 3, at 
; Liverpool. To each bankrupt. 

wa’ RicHarp Kemstey, Fuel Manufacturer, 87 Bermondsey-st., South- 
wark. June 2, at 2; a 

Dickson, JouN, Builder, 206 Fleet-st.; of Swansea; and late of Welling- 
ton, Salop. June 3, at 2; Basin hail-st. 

Hinp, ANDREW, Tea-dealer, 2 & 3 Pleasant-row, Pentonville. June 3, at 
12. 30; Basinghall-st. 

JONEs, THOMAS, Ale, Beer, and Bottle Merchant, 6 New Broad-st., and 73 
Back Church-la., St. George’ s-in-the-East herd in copartnership with 
Stephen Noakes). June 3, at 1; Basinghall 

Wacstarr, GEORGE JAMES, Watchmaker, 54 :‘Whitechapel-rd. June 2, 


at 11.30; Basinghall-st. 
‘Frmpay, May 15, 1857. 
ee, Hewry, Money Scrivener, Dursley, Gloucestershire. June 16, at 
1; Bristol. 





Merchants, 32 Lombard-st.; and at Brussels (P. Testa & Co.). June 
11, at 1; Basinghall-st. 
BuLMer, WItuiam, Grocer, Bedale, Yorkshire. June 5, at 11; Leeds. 
Cuarces, Ropert Rumney, & WILi1aM Forpyce, Paper Manuficturers, 
Haughton, Northumberland. June 11, at 11.30; Newcastle-upon- 

CLARKE, JOHN WILLDING, Seed Merchant, now of Whittlesea, Cambri 
shire, late of Sidcup, Kent. June 5, at 1.30; Basinghall-st. 

Creswick, THomas Jounn, Electro-plated Goods Manufacturer, Sheffield. 
June 6, at 10; Sheffield. 

FRANGHIADI, GEORGE Constantin (C. Franghiadi, cent), Merchant, 
Gresham-house, Old Broad-st. June 8, at 1; Basinghall. 

GanperR, Henry, Licensed Victualler, Catherine Wheel ~ Catherine 
Wheel-yd., 191 High-st., Borough. June 8, at 11.30; Basinghall-st. 
GELDER, RICHARD, General Warehouseman, Bradford, Yorkshire. June 

5, at 11; Leeds. 

Hirxiss, Tuomas, Scale Cutter, Sheffield. June 6, at 10; Sheffield. 

Ho.mes, Joun, Builder, Bramham, Yorkshire. June 5, at 11; Leeds. 

JEFFCOAT, WILLIAM, Baker, King’s Heath, Worcestershire. June 8, at 
10; Birmingham. 

Jouns, JosePH, Innkeeper, Salisbury Arms Inn, Hertford. June 5, at 12; 
Basinghall-street. 

Jones, RicHarp, Flannel Manufacturer, Newtown, Montgomeryshire. 
June 8, at 11; Liverpool. 

Key, Ropert Epwarp, Grocer, Thorney, Cambridgeshire, June 5, at 
11.30; Basinghall-st. 

LIDDELL, CAROLINE, Common Brewer, Great Driffield, Yorkshire. June 
10, at 12; Kingston-upon-Hull. 

Lone, Epwarp Ciark, Oil and Drug Merchant, 2 Cullum-st. June 5, at 
2; Basinghall-st. 

Marrnews, Nicuoxas, Iron Founder, Heaton Norris, Lancashire. June 
8, at 12; Manchester. 

Mounpy, Henry, Ir Gl t June 19, at 11; Bristol. 

RicHArpDs, JoHN, Draper, “Aberystwith. June 19, at 11; "Bristol. 

TaYLor, Joun, Auctioneer, Sheffield. June 6, at 10; Sheffield. 

THOMAS, THOMAS James, Carpenter, Cardiff. June 19, at 11; Bristol. 

Wnricut, Josepn, Cotton Spinner, Heaton Mill, Heaton Norris, and Forge 
Mill, Caton, Lancashire. June 8, at 12; Manchester. 

To be DELIVERED, unless APPEAL be duly entered. 
Turspay, May 12, 1857. 

Barker, Isaac, Draper, Scarborough. May 4, 3rd class; to be suspended 
for six months from May 4. 

BroaDHEAD, WILLIAM Henry, & WiLitAM Hopson, Builders, Notting- 
ham. May 5, 3rd class; after a suspension of three months. 

CHorLEY, WILLIAM BrounsworD, Slate and Slab Merchant, late of 16 
Gt. Ormond-st., now of 37 Hart-st., Bloomsbury, and of Cwmorthin, 
Festinog, Merionethshire. May 7, 2nd class. 

DEARLOVE, Henry GEORGE, Timber Merchant, Palace-row, New-rd. 
May 4, 3rd class; to be suspended for six months from Nov. 26, 1856. 
Grspons, JAMES HaRPER, Straw Hat Warehouseman, 66 Wood-st., Cheap- 
a. ‘ May 6, 3rd class; having been suspended for three years from 

ay 1, 1854. 

= — Beecu, Glassand China Dealer, 254 Blackfriars-rd. May 6, 
st class, 

Se Smon, Tea-dealer, Westgate, Bradford, Yorkshire. May 4, 
3rd class. 

Kine, Tuomas, Licensed Victualler, Spalding, Lincolnshire. May 5, 2nd class 

Lee, Ropert, Currier, Cromford, Derbyshire. May 5, 2nd class. 

PERRIN, FRANCOIS, Dealer in Foreign Woods, 94 Cleveland-st., Fitzroy- 

S - 2 ~ ag 8 S B ufacturers, 

ENIOR, ROBERT, TEPHEN SENIOR, Blanket Man Staincliff 
Batley, Yorkshire. May 5, 3rd class. C 
— —— Licensed Victualler, Mansfield, Nottinghamshire. May 

, 2nd class, 

Towan, STEPHEN, Currier, 13 Buckwell-st., Plymouth. May 4, 3rd class; 

to be suspended for six months from May 4. 

Weston, Jonny, Manufacturing Chemist, Mottram-in-Longdendale, 

Cheshire. May 6, 2nd class. 

rarfinger, Loughborough, Leicestershire. May 6, Ist 


class. 
Woopatt, Grorce, Grocer, Carlisle. April 29, 3rd class. 
Fripay, May 15, 1857. 
Barwick, Rosert, Shipowner, iate of Sunderland (now a prisoner for 
debt in County Gaol at Durham). May 12, 3rd class. 
os: Henry WILLIAM, jun., Provision Merchant, Bath. May 12, 
at 
Crorts, Epwarp, Hearth Rug Manufacturer, 3 West-pl, St. John’s-row, 
St. Luke’s. March 25, 2nd class. 
GRIEVESON, SAMUEL HowEt, & Curnpert RICHARDSON GRIEVESON, 
Joiners and Builders, Deptford, Sunderland. May 12, 3rd class. 
LarpMan, LEonARD, Stationer, 100 Chancery-la., and Wentworth-lodge, 
oe New-rd., Bow. May 9, 2nd class; aftera suspension of 12 
mon 
Rees, ANN, Llanelly, Carmarthen. May 12, 3rd class. 
——- Joun, Commission Agent, Blackburn, Lancashire. May 7, 
nd class. 
WILxryson, Jesse, Woollen and Cloth Manufacturer, Lindley, Hudders- 
field, Yorkshire; May 8, 3rd class; subject to a supension for 3 months 
DIVIDENDS. 
AD. Lacem: North. au eigheen First, Stansfeld, 
AMS, EDGAR, an, st. mn. 3s. 10 
Basinghall-st.; any Thursday, 11 & . 
ADAMSON, Rosert Henry, Wine and Spirit Merchant, 14 John-st., 
Berkeley~sq. First, 6s. Whitmore, 2 Basinghall-st. ; an: hve = 11&3. 
ADKIN, RoBERT, Builder, Queen’s-rd., Notting-hill, First, 
11}d. Whitmore, 2 Basinghall-st.; any Wednesday, ne & 
AnpDREWs, NicHotas & THomAs, Ironmon Gateshead. Fourth and 
final, 8d. (in addition to 5s. previously declared red). Baker, Royal-arcade, 
2 tag me a ont 7 Saturday, 10 oh 
AKER, JOHN, Scrivener, Blagdon. Div. Acraman, 19 St. Augus- 
tine’s-parade, Bristol; any Wednesday, 12 & 2. 
Batpine, Epwarp, Builder, Speenham-land, Speen, Berks. Second, 2}d. 
Whitmore, 2 Basinghall-st. ; any ree 11 &3. 
Cavens, GEorGE, Jeweller, Carlisle. as Baker, Royal Arcade, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne ; any Saturday, 10 & 
Cxiarxx, T. T., &Co., Wool-yarn Manufacturers, Huddersfield, First, 1033. 
Young, 5 Park-row, Leeds; any day, 10 & 1. 





Woop, GeoraGez, 





Braaeiorti, Domenico, & Paut Testa (D. Braggiotti, Testa, & Co), 


/ 
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Dorc, WrL1AM, & Joun SKELTON, Timber Merchants, Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne. First, 2s. 6d. joint est.; and 1s. 6d. sep. est. W. Doeg. Baker, 
Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne; any Saturday, 10 & 3. 

FAIRBROTHER, JOHN, Brewer, Hertford. First, 2s. 9d. Stansfeld, 10 
Basinghall-st.; any Thursday, 11 & 2. 

Few, James. First, ls. 9d. Morgan, 10 Cook-st., Liverpool; any Wed- 
nesday, 11 & 2. 

FinpiaTeR, WitLtaM Stuart, Coal Merchant, Plymouth. First, 3s, 
Hirtzel, Queen-st., Exeter; any Tuesday or Friday, 11 & 2. 

Hawkins, James, Corn-dealer, Richard-st., Woolwich. First, 9d. Whit- 
more, 2 Basinghall-st.; any Wednesday, 11 & 3. 

Hopeson, GILBERT, & WILLIAM ATCHESON, Timber Merchants, Sunder- 
land. First, 9d. Baker, Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne; any 


Saturday, 10 & 3. 
LreminG, Josern, jun., Whitesmith, Hartlepool. First and final, 6d. 


Baker, Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne; any Saturday, 10 & 3. 
M'‘CaRROLL, ALEXANDER, Seller of Musical Instruments, 171 North-st., 
10 Basinghall-st. ; any Thursday, 11 &2. 


Brighton. Second, 1§d. Stansfeld, 

Muppiman, SamMvEL, Shoe Manuf er, Nort P 
Stansfeld, 10 Basinghall-st.; any Thursday, 11 & 2. 

Pairs, JouN, Grocer, Crumlin. Div. 2s. Acraman, 19 St. Augustine’s- 
parade, Bristol; any Wednesday, 12 & 2. 

Royrat BritisH Banx. Second, 2s. 6d. Lee, 20 Aldermanbury; on May 
13 and following Wednesday, 11 & 2 (not three subsequent Wednes- 
days, as advertised in Gazette of May 8). 

Sowerby, Peter, & Son, Cheesefactors, Liverpool. Div., with former 
payments amounting to 20s. Z'urner, 53 South John-st., Liverpool ; 
any Wednesday, 11 & 2. 

Urtinc, Frepertc James, Ironfounder, Wisbeach, Cambridgeshire. 
First, 2s. 6d. Stansfeld, 10 Basinghall-st.; any Thursday, 11 & 2. 

Woopatt, GEorGE, Grocer, Carlisle. First, 2s.3d. Baker, Royal-arcade, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne; any Saturday, 10 & 3. 

Fripay, May 15, 1857. 

Hemincway, Revupen, Merchant, Liverpool. First, ls. 4d. Bird, 9 
South Castle-st., Liverpool; any Monday, 11 & 2. 

Professional Partnerships Wissalober. 
Turspay, May 12, 1857. 

Brices, CHRISTOPHER, WILLIAM ROTHWELL Jackson, & ARTHUR BAILEY, 
Attorneys-at-Law and Solicitors, Bolton-le-Moors, Lancashire. By 
mutual consent; as regards W. R. Jackson, who retires from the pro- 
fession. May 9. 

Curuinc, Ropert, & ASHFIELD CuurcH Hope (Fyson, Curling, & Hope), 
3 Frederick's-pl., Old Jewry. March 1. 

Hawkes & Brace, Attorneysand Solicitors, Okehampton, Devon. April 27. 


Assignments for Benefit of Crevitars. 
Turspay, May 12, 1857. 

Barratt, WIL11AM, Tailor, 26 Exchange-sq., Glasgow. May 7. Trustees, 
W. Landon & S. G. Holland, Woollen Warehousemen, 10 Old Bond-st., 
London. Claims to be lodged, within one month from this notice, with 
Hunter & Cook, Solicitors, 161 New Bond-st., London; or RK. D. Douglas, 
107 Brunswick-st., Glasgow. 

Brittary, Witu1aM, Draper, Bishop Auckland, Durham. April 13. 
Trustees, J. Bateson, Merchant, Leeds; J. Hepworth, Merchant, Dar- 
lington; J. Parry, ‘Merchant, Manchester. Indenture lies at office of 
Caster & Co., Accountants, 14 St. Ann’s-sq., Manchester. 

Bupp, GEORGE CALKIN, Bookseller, 1 North-st., Brighton. May 4. 
Trustees, J. J. Miles, Bookseller, 33 Paternoster-row; W. Parrington, 
Stationer, 174 Aldersgate-st. Sol. Boyer, 14 Old Jewry-chambers. 

Gunn, James, Draper, Norwood, Surrey. April 24. Z'rustee, J. Morley 
Warehouseman, Gutter-la. Sols. Fry & Loxley, 80 Cheapside. 

Jones, THomas, Grocer, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorganshire. May 11. 
Trustees, T. H. Williams, Grocer, Merthyr Tydfil; S. Crook, Grocer, 
Merthyr Tydfil. Sol. Smith, Merthyr Tydfil. 

Patzy, Joun, Cotton Spinner, Preston, Lancashire. May 5. Trustees, 
J. Cooper, Manufacturer; J. Stevenson, Ironfounder; T. Jolly, Book- 
keeper; all of Preston. Sol. Dickson, Preston. 

Roe, Joun, Miller, Worstead and Dilham, Norfolk. April 16. Trustees, 
E. Beare, Farmer, Paston, Norfolk; H. Wright, Merchant, Ankingham, 
Norfolk. Sol. Fox, Norwich. 

SrerHens, RicuarD, Draper, Devonport. May 6. rustees, R. Munt, 
Warehouseman, Wood-st.; S. Gray, Warehouseman, Aldermanbury. 
Sol, Sole, 68 Aldermanbury. 

Fripay, May 15, 1857. 

Anprews, Frow, Druggist, Louth, Lincolnshire. May 12. 
Cartwright, Farmer, Louth; J. Dymoke, Druggist, Lincoln. 
& Wilson, Louth. 

Brown, Henry, Timber Merchant, Worcester Wharf, Birmingham. May 
9. Trustees,.T. Dowling, Timber Merchant, Birmingham; W. Reeves, 
Wheelwright. Birmingham. Sol. Reeves, 118 New-st., Birmingham. 

Curisp, James, Hosier, South Shields, Durham. April 25. Trustees, T. 
Burnley, Worsted Spinner, Gomersal; E. Stead, Leather Manufacturer, 
Leeds. Creditors to execute the deed within two months from May 8. 
Sol. Simpson, 5 Commercial-st., Leeds. 

CosLEy, Hgnry, Woollendraper, 1 High-st., Bow. May 5. Trustees, T. 
Blurton, Woollendraper, 4 & 5 High Holborn; E. Caldecott, Manchester 
Warehouseman, Cheapside. Sol. Clarke, 29 Bedford-row. 

Hinp, Tuomas, Builder, Sheffield. May 6. Trustees, J. Garside, Timber 
Merchant, Worksop, Nottingham ; C. Brown, Slate Merchant, Sheffield 
Sol. Fernell, St. James’-st., Sheffield. 

MinsHALL, Ricnarp, Cabinetmaker, Witton, Cheshire. May 12. Trustee, 
G. Slater, Miller, Allostock, Cheshire. Sol, Dunstan, Northwich. 

Newman, Henry, Agent and Collector, 33 Harmer-st., Milton-next-Graves- 
end. May 8. Trustees, W. Fletcher, Coal Merchant, Gravesend; T. 
Troughton, Tallow Chandler, Gravesend. Sols. Gibson & Wates, 
Gravesend. 

Quicx, Georcer, Joiner and Builder, Blackburn, Lancashire. May 7. 

tees, R. Rimmer, Ironmonger, Blackburn; R. & J. Railton, Iron- 
founders, Blackburn. Sols. Robinson & Son, Blackburn. 

Snurrpson, Joun, Draper, 4 Alfred-ter., Westminster-rd. May 7. Trustees, 
T. Tarsey, Warehouseman, Aldermanbury; B. Smith, Warehouseman, 
St. Martins-le-Grand. Sol. Huson, 4 King-st., Cheapside. 

Wits, GeorGe, & Joun Wixson, Tailors, Fleet-st. May 1. Trustee, R. 
Southall, Woollen Merchant, King-st., Cheapside. Sol. Huson, 4 King- 
st., Cheapside. 

Wovser, Freperick, Grocer, Hastings. May7. Trustees, E. Hicks, Mer-, 
chant, Rye; W. Laurence, Merchant, Maidstone. Sols. J. & S. Lang- 
ham, Hastings, Sussex. 


First, 3s. 4d. 





Trustees, E 
Sols, Goe 





Crevitors unter Estates in Chancery. 
TuESDAY, May 12, 1857. 

Burpon, STEPHEN (who died in March, 1855), Farmer, Bradbury, Durham. 
Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before June 16, at 
V. C. Stuart’s Chambers. 

Burt, Evizasera (who died in Dec. 1840), Widow, Gt. Pulteney-st., Bath. 
Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before June 16, at 
V. C. Kindersley’s Chambers. 

Davies, W1LL1AM (who died in Jan. 1847), Gent., Hammersmith. Cre- 
ditors to come in and prove their debts on or before May 22, at V. C. 
Wood's Chambers. 

EmBLeton, ABRAHAM DARLINGTON (who died in Feb. 1857), Gent., Man- 
chester. Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before June 
15, at Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

FALKNER, EpwarD DEANE (who died in Jan. 1856), Liverpool. Creditors 
to come in and prove their debts on or before June 8, at Master of the 
Rolls’ Chambers. 

FEUILLADE, GEORGE REED (who died in Jan. 1857), Hotel-keeper, 
Charles-st., St. James’s. Creditors to come in and prove their debts on 
or before June 8, at V. C. Wood's Chambers. 

Gwrnng, JoHn (who died in Sept. 1856), 3 Marlboro’-hill, St. John’s- 
wood. Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before May 25, 
at V. C. Wood’s Chambers. 

Jupson, CHARLES BowrER (who died in Sept. 1850), Gent., late of 
Henley-on-Thames, Oxfordshire, formerly of Ware, Hertfordshire. 
Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before June 9, at 
Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

Jupson, Joun Henry (who died on Aug. 11, 1849), Surgeon, formerly of 
Ware, Hertfordshire, but late of Henley-on-Thames, Oxfordshire. 
Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before June 4, at 
Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

Lay, WILLIAM (who died in March, 1856), Fruiterer, 3 Pratt-st., Camden- 
town. Creditors to come in and prove their debts or claims on or be- 
fore May 27, at V. C. Wood's Chambers. 

Mitwarp, Epwarp (who died at Boulogne-sur-Mer in Oct. 1856), Esq., 
Boulogne-sur-Mer, France, formerly of Waterford, Ireland, afterwards 
of New Cavendish-st., Portland-pl., then of 14 Ampthill-sq., Hamp- 
stead-rd. Creditors to come in and prove their claims on or before 
June 15, at V. C. Stuart’s Chambers. 

Nias, Witu1AM (who died in Nov. 1856), Esq., Westmoreland-pl., Bath. 
Creditors to come in atid prove their debts on or before June 6, at V. C. 
Wood's Chambers. 

STANHOPE, Susan (formerly SusAN Ropryson, Spinster), who died in 
Feb. 1845, 1 Melton-st., Euston-sq. Creditors to come in and prove their 
debts and claims on or before June 15, at V. C. Kindersley’s Chambers. 

THEODORE, ELIZABETH, otherwise Hurst (who died in June, 1856), 
Widow, late of the Stag Tavern, Fulham-rd., Middlesex. Creditors to 
come in and prove their debts on or before June 2, at V. C. Stuart's 
Chambers. 

WuinFIE.p, Moses (who died in April, 1856), Yeoman, Broughton, Fur- 
ness, Lancashire. Creditors to come in and prove their claims on or 
before June 5, at Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

Fripay, May 15, 1857. 

Witiramson, Joun (who died in July, 1847), Machine-maker, late of 
Lane Bridge, Habergham Eaves, Lancashire. Creditors to come in and 
prove their debts on or before June 5, at V. C. Wood's Chambers, 


Wiinding-up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Turspar, May 12, 1857. 

LoNDON AND PENZANCE SERPENTINE Company.—V. C. Wood will, on May 
23, at 12, at his chambers, make a call for £1 per share on all the con- 
tributories in Class No. 1, Schedule A. 

NANTLLE VALE SLATE Company.—The Master of the Rolls orders this 
Company to be absolutely dissolved as from May 7, and wound up. 

St. GeorGe BENEFIT Burtpine Society.—A petition for the dissolution 
and winding up of this Company was, on May 9, presented by C. 
Moody, which will be heard before V. C. Kindersley on May 23. John- 
son, Sol. for Petitioner, 17 Gt. James-st., Bedford-row. 

Fray, May 15, 1857. 

BASTENNE ASPHALTE OR BITUMEN Company, heretofore called the Bas- 
TENNE AND GAUJAC BITUMEN CompaNy.—Master Humphry, having ad- 
journed the meeting of May 5 to May 26, at 11, at his Chambers, will 
then proceed with the further settlement of the list of contributories of 
this Company. 

Nota TAMAR MinE Company.—V. C. Kindersley will proceed, on June 8, 
at 1, at his Chambers, to settle the list of contributories. 

TREVENA Mininc Company.—The Master of the Rolls orders that this 
Company be dissolved as from May 7, and wound up. 

Wuaeat Concorp Mintnc Company.—Master Humphry peremptorily 
orders that a call of £2 10s, per share be made on each contributory ; 
and that, on May 25, at 11, he pay to Messrs. Hawkins & Soulby, Ac- 
countants, 69 Chancery-lane, the balance (if any) which will be due 
from him after debiting his account in the Company's books with such 
call. 

Wueat HELEN Minina Company.—The Master of the Rolls orders this 
Company to be dissolved as from May 7, and wound up. 


Sitch Hequestrations. 
TuEsDAyY, May 12, 1857. 

Ferauson, James (Russell & Ferguson, and J. Ferguson & Co.), Grain 
and Provision Merchant, Glasgow. May 15, at 12, Globe Hotel, 
George’s-sq., Glasgow. Seq. May 7. 

STRACHAN, ALEXANDER, Wood Merchant, Arlary Saw Mills, Kinross. 
May 19, at 12, Stock’s Hotel, Kinross. Seg. May 8. 

Tuomson, Davin, Cabinetmaker, Milnathort, Orwell, Kinross. May 21, 
at 12, Kirkland’s Inn, Kinross. Seg. May 8. 

TURNBULL, JOHN (John Turnbull & Co., Woollen Warehousemen, Edin- 
burgh, and Merchant Clothiers, Edinburgh), Merchant, Edinburgh;. 
and Linen and Woollen Draper, Dunse. May 19, at 1, Cay & Black, 45 
George-st., Edinburgh. Seg. May 7. 

Fripay, Jay 15, 1857. 

ANDERSON, CHARLES, Manufacturer, Arbroath. 
Hart hotel, Arbroath. Seg. May 12. 

M‘Master, Joun, Draper, Glasgow. May 19, at 12; Globe hotel, George- 
sq., Glasgow. Seg. May 9. 

Woop, James (James Wood & Co.), Merchant, Broughton-st., and Eider- 
st., Edinburgh. May 22, at 2; Kennedy's Ship-hotel, East Register-st., 
Edinburgh. Seg. May 12. 


May 23, at 12; White 














